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December 19, 1992 

Memorandwn to the President- and Vice President-Elect 

From: AI From. and Bruce Reed 

Subjec~ Pursuing the Clinton Revolution 


In the pages that follow, we will present for your review a number of policy 
options developed by the transition's domestic policy st.ff. From them you can choose 
the policy course you wish to pursue .t the outset of your Administration. 

The purpose of this memorandum Is to help you c!talt a clear course through the . 
details. In it. we offer our thoughts about which poliey ideas you should make comer
slones of your Administration, as well as a strategy for putting those polides into 
action. 

The C/i.rton Revolution 

When the excitement of your election and inauguration has passed, you will be 
c;onfronted with • difficult challenge: to redeem your promise to bring fundamental' 
change to our country within the COI1SIraints of • budget crisis more severe than you 
c;ouJd have imagined. To meet that challenge, we propose a strategy to promote a 
"Clinton Revolution, N rich in vision, innovation, and values, but low in cost. 

At the center of the Clinton Revolution are five signature proposals: 

• National service; 
• 	 Reinventing government (including campaign finance and 

lobbying reform); 
• Welfare reform;
• Youth apprenticeship; and, 
• Community policing. 

'.i 'Put into action, these initiatives can fundamentally c:h.ange our c;ountry as well as 
. ,oiir,govemment. They can define a Clinton Revolution thet will give millions of 

.Amerlcwacrack at the Ammcan dream, restore personal responsibllity, and begin to 
repair our nation's tattered sodal fabric. Moreover, though their Impact wlli be great, 
they can be phased into plaoe at an affordable cost. 'By putting these ideas at the top of 
y~ur agenda. you can assure that they - not the priorities of Congress. the press, or the 
inre;est groups - wlli dominate the national debate next yeai. 

'i1. The strategy outlined in this memorandum does not include every domestic pol
icy actiori'to'be'undertal<en during your Administration. It Is a transition strategy - to 
tum momentum from the end of the campaign into a running start for the Clinton 
Administratio~ 	 . 



The Promise ofYour Presidency 

During the campaign you took positions on hundreds of specific issues. But the 
essence of your campaign -' and the reason you were elected - boiled down to two 
large promises that spelled fundamental change. The first was to get the economy 
moving again; the second was to be a different kind 01 Democrat who rejected business 
as usual in Washington. 

As President, your top priority must be to keep those two big promises. II you 
do, your Presidency will be suocessful. II you don't, your Presidency will be in trouble, 
even if you honor every specific promise you made. 

. 
The purpose of this strategy is to keep that second big promise: to show by your, 

policies and actions that you are a different kind 01 Democratwho is not beholden to 
the status quo. Assuming economic conditions improve during the next four years, 
keeping that second promise is the most important thing you can do to build a durable 
governing and political coalition. That's why you need " domestic reform agenda that, 
goes beyond the economy and health <:are. 

To build a strong and durable governing coalition as President, you must rally 
the American people behind a new domestic agenda that breaks the gridlock in 
Washington by transcending the tired and predictable left-right debate. You must not 
only maintain the support 01 the 43 percent 01 the electorate who supported you, but 
you must win the loyalty 01 the supporters of Ross Perot - the 19 peroent of the elee· 
torate most change-<>riented and most hostile to the status quo. 

Fighting for a domestic reform agenda (reinventing government and welfare 
reform) and for new ways of doing business (national service, apprenticeship, and com· 
munity policing) will be critical to cementing the support of the Perot voters. Economic 
and health policies are important to them, but are too complicated to send a message of 
fundamental change. Perot voters will want to see tangible evidence that you are not 
more of the same. 

We believe the strategy suggested in this memorandum can help you change 
American politics in our time as profoundly as Franldin Roosevelt did in his day. 

The Signatllre Ideas 

Your domestic agenda should tell the American people what your Presiden,ey 
stands for and demonstrate that you are an agent of fundamental change. 

That's why we believe it should be driven by a handful of Signature proposals 
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that will define the Clinton Revolution. By focusing your attention on these signature 
proposals and ~howing a willingness to spend some of your political capital to get them 
done, you wiIl.1so assure that they are at the center of the political debate at the begin
ning of your Administration. 

These signature ideas must clearly promote fundamental change: change from 
the Republican status quo of the last 12 years; change from the old Democratic ways 
that the American people have consistently rejected; and change from business as usual 
in Washington that has left most Americans feeling disconnected from and disgusted 
by their government. These ideas must reinforce the main themes of your' campaign: 
opportunity; responsibility, and community. 

'After careful review of your campaign promises, what you've sald since the elec
tion, and the1nitiatives developed by the transition issues staff, we propose you select' 
the foUowing proposals as the signature ideas at the outset of your Administration: 

• 	 National Service. National service is an idea with the potential to trans 
form our society. Not oniy is service a better way to pay for post
secondary education, but even mOre importent, it can (al provide young 
people a unifying common experience in our ever more diverse and 
divided country and (b) restore the crucial civic ethic that has waned so ' 
much over the past two decades. More than any other single proposal 
you will make, national service embodies opportunity, responsibility, and 
community. , 

• 	 Reinventing Government (including campaign and lobbying reform). 
Reinventing government will demonstrate that you won't settle for busi
ness as usual in Washington. That is critical to sustaining any real 
momentum for the Clinton Revolution. H we can't fix government so 
ordinary people believe it works for them, we cannot expect them to sup

. port new government initiatives, no matter how attractive those initia
tives may seem to us. 

• 	 Ending Welfare as We Know 1t... Fundamental welfare reform will 
demonstrate to aU who still doubt it that you have the courage to change. 
No program symbolizes the failure of the old Democratic approaches 
more than tha welfare mess. Taking on the battle for time-limited welfare 
- and make no mistake, it will be a battle -is the right thing to do for our 
country, and will put you and the new Democratic Farty on the side of 
work, family, and personal responsibility once and for aU. . 

• 	 High School Based Youth Apprenticeship. Nothing is more essential to 
tha American promise of opportunity for aU Americans - and particularly 
those living in the inner city - than cre.ting an upward mobility track : 

o-
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, . 
{or the half o{ our young people who don'! go on to college. A school
based youth apprenticeship program is the best way to create that track. 

• 	 Community Policing (100.000 new cops on the street), RestOring safety 
in our neighborhoods Is critical to fostering a new sense of community in 
our country. Making community policing one of your signature ideas is 
not only the right thing to do but it would also signal your willingness to 
put your mark on an issue that too many Democrats have ducked in the 
past. 

These five ideas - individually or taken together - can be the heart and soul of 
an agenda to change not only the government. but the country. They are progressive 
ideas that reinforce mainstream values and promote non-bureaucratic approaches to 
governing. That' •• formula that should command broad and diverse public support. . 

Moreover, these ideas can have enormoUS impact almost immediately without 
breaking the bank. VISion is cheap. and It's exactly what we need. After 12 years of 
Republican rule, you are taking over not only a government that Is deep in debt, but a . 
nation that Is largely untapped in spirit. 

Strategic TImetable 

We propose that, over the next five weeks, we concentrate our efforts on devel
oping and building support for the signature ideas. Each of them ~ and the policy 
choices they pose for you - will be explained in detail in. the materialS that follow this 
memorandum. 

Our goal is to prepare legislation and executive orden on your signature ideas 
ready for introduction and/or action by Inauguration Day. Obviously. time is short, 
but we propose the fonowing timetable for meeting that goal: . 

" 

1. The materials attached to this memorandum contait:' the major policy deci
sions you need to make before we can start drafting. We hope you can ieview these 
materialS during the next two weeks, and sit down with us to discuss your decisions . 

....We.hope.you can make the major decisions necessary to begin the drafting process by 
the close of business January 5. . 

2. ·Research and drafting of likely executive orden has already begun and that 
wiI1 continue to proceed expeditiously. . 

3. In early January, we will launch an extensive consultation process with key 
constituencies and on the Hill. Our goal Is to have most of the key players bought in at 
the beginning. That's not likely to happen in every case, but milking the effort to make 
it happen will pay dividends down the road. Part of that Consultation process· will 
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include identlfymg Members 'an'd Senators to introduce your legislation as soon as you 
send it up. ::') 

, 4. By January 20, we hope 10 have legislation ready to be senl to the Hill so that 

your proposals can frame the debate. (The one exception may be welfare reform, 

where, at the very least, we want to have a proposal on which we can begin negotia

tions with the governors.) 


In addition to developing the signature ideas, we will have ready for your early 
action a number of executive orders on topics ranging from abortion to reinventing 
government. You will also need to decide which good idea. left over from the last 
Congress - items like the family leave, the crime bill, and the motor voter bill - you 
want to get behind early. You support mostof these proposals, and they will pass easi
ly. FinaOy, you will need to decide what to do about other initiatives you may support 
-like the Freedom of Choice Act and the Equal Remedies Act - but which for now, at 
leasl, loom as polentiallegislative quagmires that could swallow up political capital 

, you may need elsewhere. 

Strategic Considerations 

A few central strategic considerations have guided our recommendations: 

First, as President, you'll be judged on your performance and what you stand 

for. Nothing else is as important. Daily press spin, which was so important during the 

campaign, matters much less whan you're President, Substance matters a great deal; 

style and process matter much less. If you perform well as President, you'll do just fine 

with the press and especially with the voters; if you don't, no amount of spin will con

vince the public to support you. ,Re-election campaigns are referendums on the perfor

mance of the incumbent. Ask George Bush - and Jimmy Carter, Both performed 

poorly and got about 40 percent of the vote. 


),econd, what you stand for matters because it can be an insurance policy when 

thingS go wrong. If voters believe you stand for values they care about, they'll give you 

the benefit of the doubt in bad times. ,That'. w!:ty.YOU need to,push,definilional ideas 

like national service and welfare reform, so from the outset voters will know you stand 

for mainstream values like work, opportunity, responsibility, and community; Reagan 

let the people know what he stood for in his first year, and in 1982, his losses in 

Congress were half what they should have been given economic conditions, Because 

no one knew what they stood for, Carter and Bush collapsed whan the economy turned 

bad. In 1968, Democrats iost on the values issues even with a good economy. 


, ' 

Third, every President says something during his campaign that comes back to 


haunt him when he seeks re-election. For Carter it was the misery index; for Bush i I 

was "Read my llps." Your promise to take on permanent welfare could be your alba· 
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tross if you don't make it happen. Permanent welfare will be very difficult to change
substantively and politically. Already some interest groups are lining up against mak
ing welfare recipients work. But welfare is the symbOl of three decades of failure on the 
left and the right, and in your campaign, two-year welfare was the cornerstone of your 
argument that you are a different kind of Democrat. You need to make a major effort to 
implement it, lest you undermine a key promise of your campaign. 

Fourth, you need to take on the tough issues first. 1hat not only applies to the 
budget, but to issues like welfare, reinventing government, and national service as well, 

where resistance is likely to be greatest. There are three reasons for that: (a) you are 

likely to have more political capital at the outset than at any other time. And, after a 

few months, that capital tends to dissipate whether you use it or not. (b) Congress 

never likes to do tough things - that's why they'll want a stimulus package and be .. 

wary of deficit reduction - and after the first year, you're into their re-election year . 


. Then after the mid-term election, you're into your re-election cycle. So year one is best 

for tough things. (c) If you wind up taking political hits to get something tough done, 

your policies have three years to prove their merit and you have three years to recover 

politically. . 

Fifth, dealing with Congress will always be more difficult than it appears. After 
a victory like yours, virtuaily everyone on the Hill says he wants to do what you want 
to do. But members - and particularly committee chairs - have their own way of 
doing business that mayor may not be compatible with your agenda. It is critically 
important from the outset to convince committee chairs that your agenda is realiy their 
agenda, not the other way around. 

Finally, your role as leader of the country is more important that your role as 
leader of the government. Presidents who understood that - like Roosevelt and 
Reagan - have been successful. Presidents who didn't - like Carter and Bush 
failed. 

Sometime during your PreSidency, you're going to have to call upon the 
American people to trust your judgment to do what you think is right. When that time 
comes, they won't be thinking about what kind of health care proposal you settled on, 
·or whether you chose shori-term stimulus or not. What will matter to them iswhat 
kind of country you want and what you believe in. 

In the coming weeks, many will advise you to cut your losses, make the easy 
choices, and settle for the possible and the popular rather than what you really want. 
Remember what you told us during the campaign: no President has ever changed our· 
history for the better without challenging the American people to live up to higher 
standards and a higher ideal, 

As you once said, we are not out just to change the Democratic Party or even to 
change the government. The Clinton Revolution must change America. 
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NATIONAL SERVICE 


. ~e never create energy; we only release it,N 

-Peter Drucl<er 

National service was perhaps the signature idea of your campaign. No proposal 
evoked wider or more enthusiastic reaction than linking nation.l service to broadened 
access to education, training, and opportunity, In Putting People First, you proposed to; 

Maintain the Pell grant program, scrap the existing student loan program, 
and establish a National Service Trust Fund to guarantee every American 
who wants a college education the means to obtain one, Those who bor
row from the Fund will pay it back either as a small. percentage of their 
income over time, or through community service as teachers, law enforce
ment officers, health care workers, or peer counselors helping kids stay off 
drugs and in school. 

Ail you envision it, national service would simultaneously broaden opportunity , 
for education, training, and economic empowerment, emphasize individual wponsi
l2ililx to give something back for this increased opportunity, and build community by 
bringing people together to address urgent national needs; In the process, national ser
vice can revitalize the civic spirit without which our democracy cannot flourish. 

This last point deserves special emphasis. Through national service, we seek 
nothing less than to transform our society-renewing the link between responsibilities 
and rights and leavening individual freedoms with the understanding that in the long 
run we rise or fall together. We hear much today about social diversity, and, appropri
ately, we celebrate It. But we also need civic unity, and national service can help pro
vide it Ail we learned during the public programs of the New Deal, in World War n, 
and in every great national endeavor, the surest basis of community is shared experi
ence. By bringing us together across racial, ethnic and class lines, national service can 
provide such an experience, making our differences a source of strength rather than 
division. 

Creating a new national service program is also a prime opportunity to reinvent 
government. Whenever possible, our system should employ incentives rather than 
commands and regulations, invest in good management, build on success, and draw on 
grassroots energy and initiative. 

This chapter explores how to tum this popular concept into. concrete program 
and lays out options for you in a handful of key areas. The early sections of this chap· 
ter focus on options and recommendations for a national service system; the later sec· 
tions discuss technical and policy issues regarding student loans. 



> . . 
POLnlCALBACKGROUND 

Any proposal for national service/universal education access will spark intense 
debate in Congress and among the American people. The discussion will take place 
against the backdrop of the II!Cel\t debate over the Nunn-M<Curdy national service bill 
that began early in 1989 and lasted for more than a year. 

History makes clear that the more radically a national service/universal access 
bill departs from the status quo, the more those with an interest in the status quo will 
seek to thwart change. This is especially true for the structure and conditions of higher 
education finance, but also for the scope and shape of service opportunities. Building 
broad support for the fundamental changes you have proposed will require difficult 
assessments of what is truly feasible given current cin:uJ:nstances . 

. Significant changes have taken place since 1989. The provisions of the Nunn
M<Curdy bill that stirred the greatest controversy - elin:tinating PeU grants and moving 
swiftly to make service. condition for aU types of student assistance - are I\ot under 
consideration. Also, some of your proposals, including direct lending demonstrations, . 
income-contingent repayment, authorization for IRS involvement in collection, and uni
versal (albeit unsubsidized) loan availability were included in the 1992 Higher 
Education Reauthorization amendments. 

At the same time, se"eral key participants in the debate have shifted toward 
common ground. The higher educatiol\ community is prepared to acknowledge that 
service can be a basis for differential benefits - that those who serve should. get more . 
than those who don't. And the service community is prepared to acknowledge that the 
prime (though not exclusive) focus of new initiatives for 1993 can be full-time, compen
sated service extending over a considerable length of time. In short, circumstances may 
have created a promising foundation for meaningful consensuS, a foundation on which 
energetic, skillful presidential1eadership can build to resolve remaining differences . 

. Still, significant problems remain. Public employee unions are skittish at best 
about a significant national service program, as are the principal teachers unions. 
Banks, state-based guarantee organizations, and the Student Loan Marketing 
Association (Same Mae) are hostile to a Significant expansion of direct loans. As 

,Senator Nunn points out, the views of the Armed services are still important;thriugh 
the winding down of the Cold War may have made them somewhat less worried about 
the impact of civilian service on military recruitment. 

The bottom line is that while we have made every effort to consult widely and 
take divergent views into account, we will need to organize extensive further consulta
tions 01\ whatever draft service/loan program you endorse as the basis for public dis· 
cussion. 
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One final point: Across the political spe<:trum, those with whom we consulted 
warned fervently against repeating the fiascoes of programs of the 19605, and of public 
sector jobs programs of the late 1970.. National service must be (and be seen to be) 
meaningful work (rather than make-work) meeting true public needs (rather than con· 
troversial advocacy causes). While these considerations argue for Significant central· 
oversight in the selection and monitoring of service that qualifies under the program, 
the need for serious quality control must be balanced by the need to maximize local 
energy, innovation, and public entrepreneurship. 

ExISTING PROGRAMS 

- -The Clinton national service proposals will not be painting on • blank canvas. 
Existing programs, federal and non-federal, can help provide the found.tion for. 
national service system. Federal programs include: 

The Nation.1 and Community Service Act (NCSA). This landmark legislation, 
initiated by Senate Democrats and enacted in 1990, funds full- and part-time ser
vice programs run by schools, colleges, local and state government, and non· 
profit organizations. The Act also includes funding for programs that may serve 
as models for large-scale national service. 

VISTA. Established as a Great Society program in the 19605, VISTA currently 
engages more than 3,000 adults in full-time service through community-based 
organizations each year. 

Peace Corps. The hallmark of the Kennedy Administration, the Peace Corps 
currently supports 6,(100 adults in service to developing countries and fledgling 
democracies around the world. 

Older American Volunteer Programs. Created in the 19605 and early 19705, the 
OAVP programs include Foster Grandparents, Senior Companions, and the 
Retired Senior Volunteer Program. 

Non..federal programs, many of which are supported by the NCSA, include: 

State and Local Youth Corps. Based on the Civilian Conservation Corps of the 
19305, youth corps have made a comebaCk in the last decade, providing full-time 
and summer service opportunities for more than 25,(100 youth aged 15 to 24 each 
year. 

S~hool- and Campus-based Programs. During the 1980s and 19905, schools and 
colieges across the country greatly expanded programs for mlIlions of students 
to become engaged in service as part of the educational process or through 
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extracurricular activities. ':)

• 
Programs RUn by Youth Organization.. Community-based youth organiza
tions. such as YMCAs. Girl Scouts. and 4-H. provide significant service opportu
nities for school-age youth after school and during the summer . 

. National, regional, and state non:profit organizations have provided technical 
support and leadership to the national and community service field over the last 
decade and should be an important resC>\ll'Ce for the Clinton National Service system. 

A NEW NATIONAL SERVICE SYSTEM: 

OPTIONS AND PROPOSALS 

In the following pages. we layout the basic questions that will shape your 
national service proposal. We recommend a system that encourages flexibility and 
innovation. and gives young people who want to serve their country as many choices . 
as possible: a program which is open to pre-college, post-college, and non-college
bound youth; which lets people serve in local. state or national corps, non-profits, or 
other pOSitions that do no! displace workers but do meet unmet public needs; and 
which is as decentralized as it can be without running amok. We. believe the program 
should give those who serve an opportunity voucher worth $10.000 per year of service 
and a small stipend on which to live. We suggest expanding the program gradually to 
100.000 slots by 1996, which will cost approximately $2 billion at that level. 

This section focuses on decisions needed to implement the national service syo-

Who is eligible? 

We recommend three categories of eligible participants: 

1) Post-college: Any individual who has taken out either a subsidized or 
unsubsidized student loan may seek a service placement qualifying for loan forgiveness 
(and in some cases other opportunities, discussed below). Based on the existing loan 
programs. this would Include students at communitY colleges, four-year coUeges. and 
trade schools (proprietary schools). 

2) Pre-<oUege: Any young person who meets the entrance requirements for and 
obtains. placement in an eligible program may .arn an Opportunity Voucher (a term 
we use to signify "service-related benefits") equal to the amount of loan forgiveness and , 
other benefits provided to post-college participants. :) 
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3) Non-coUege: Because non-college-bound yo~th can make an important con
tribution to meeting natiohhl needs, they should be allowed to participate on equal 
terms with pre-college youth and have an equal chance to earn Opportunity Vouchers. 
The program will ultl!J:lately help some members of this group go on to higher educa
tion and training; others will gain sldlls that wiD help them obtain future employment; 
still others will be able to make entrepreneurial investments in their own future. We 
recommend that a high school diploma or the equivalent be required in order to "grad
uate" from the program, but not to enroll. 

Sen. Nunn and others have suggested that the post..:ollege participants would 
have to be matched with clearly defined professional needs in areas such as education, 
health, and public safety. Others have noted that high school non-graduates present 
special challenges of administration, supervision, and program design that increase 
both costs and risks. Taken together, these points suggest that most of the participants. 
(say, 80 percent) should be at least high school graduates and. that a relatively small 
fraction (say, no more than 25 percent) would fall into the post-college category. 

What types ofseroice will qualify participants for Opportunity Vouchers? 

. We recommend th.t .U of the types of service discussed below be supported 
through the Trust Fund, at least on. test basis, and qualify participants for Opportunity 
Vouchers. This system will allow for experimentation, optimum matching of partici
pants with service opportunities, and maximize the program's chances for success in 
future years. 

Youth Corps 

Although funded primarily by state or local sources, Youth Corps programs also 
receive federal support from the American Conservation and Youth Servtoe Corps and 
national service demonstration programs of the National and Community Service Act. 
Most corps programs are structured to promote esprit de corp. by organizing partici
pants into supervised· crews. However, some place participanis in individual assign
ments, bringing them together for. joint education or other activities. WhIle most exist
ing corps programs involve economically and educationally disadvantaged youth, 
some strive fo,gneater diversity, which we see as critical to achieving important nation

., al objectives. 

, Youth corps have attracted widespread support for several reasons: 

• their proven success with disadvantaged populations; 
• ancillary benefits such as increased educational attainment, jobs skills develop
ment, self-esteem, cooperation, teamwork, and community-building; 
• the opportunity for leadership development for participants within the corps 
structure; 
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• their ability to meet local needs while generating local . .support. 

The added benefits, attention to supervision, and support services, however, "}. . 
. mean that corps programs tend to be relatively expensive (as muCh as $10.000 per par

ticipant, exclusive of stipend and loan forgiveness). 

This year, Congress enacted legislation for a federally run corps, which, unlike a 

federally supported state or local program, requires hiring Significant numbers of new 

federal employees. A federal corps, however, highlights national service as a Clinton 

"signature" program, and could target urgent national needs highiighted by the 

President. The CCC's success In the 19305 is Invoked regularly (and plausibly) as a 

baseline for service in the 19905. It is swely a model worth testing-provided the feder

aUy run program does not dwarf state and local efforts. 


"In addition to federaUy-run and federally-supported corps, state and local corps "" 

receiving no federal funds could qualify to provide Opportunity Vouchers so long as 

they meet the corps standards authorized under the National and Community Service 

Act. " 

Individual Placements with Non-Profit or Other Direct Service OrganiZations 

A second service option is the placement of Individual participants In programs 

run by federal, state, local government or non-profit orgairizations. The primary differ

ence from the corps model is that participants do not work together as teams on pro

jects. The program would provide participants with stipends, place them In service 

positions, and could offer special activities such as training, regular meetings, or other 

group functions. This model works best where host orgaruzations need addition.lstaif 

but lack the resources to pay additional full-time workers. 


An example of this type of program is VISTA. Non-profit direct service organi

zations seeking a VISTA volunteer apply through their federal regional ACTION offi<e. 

Volunteers may be recrulted In two ways: nationaUy, with an 800 number and national 

placement bank, and locally, by the organization approved for a VISTA slot. The 

administrative cost of this system is about $6,000 per placement. VISTA volunteers 

receive a living aUowance of about $7,000 a year. plus health Insurimce and training 

from the federal goveminenl 


A private, non-profit orgaruzation could also recrult, train, and plaoe participants 

with other non-profit agenoes- sort of • private-sector VISTA. The federal govern

ment might make a grant to the placement orgaruzation to cover a share of adm!nistra· 


. tive expenses and provide stipends (or a portion of the stipend) and health Insurance 
for the participants. 

Alternatively, individual public and private non-profit orgaruzations could create 
placements that meet federal criteria. Such orgaruzations might pay the full cost of the 
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stipend and health insurance and absorb their own administrative costs. The cost to the 
federal' government other than loan forgiveness would be marginal. However, it is 
unclear how many such jobs would be created, even at below market wages, if the full 
costs had to be bome by the host organization. 

A final model would involve placing post-<:aUege participants in schools to serve 
lIS youth service coordinators. These individuals would assist teachers in organizing 
service-leaming programs, through which elementary and secondary school students 
would perform service lIS part of their education. Such a program could Significantly 
expand the number of schools providing service opportunities to younger students. It 
could also be extended to coUege campuses and community based youth organizations . 

. 'Iitdlvidual Placements In Regular Jobs Supported by Employers 

In this model, which is most appropriate for post-<:allege participants, the gOY: 
ernment sets criteria for jobs qualifying for Opportunity Vouchers. Salaries, benefits 
and costs of training and supervision are borne by the employer. Positions may be 
existing jobs that are hard to fill or new positions created by the sponsor. The partici
pant and sponsor must certify that they have met the requirements for the loan dis- . 
charge. These could include: 

< income ceilings 

<work in a specific field or for a specific type of employer (such lIS a non-profit 
organization or .. state or local governmental agency) 

<jobs in certain locations (such as enterprise zones) 

< hard to fill poSitions where there is a shortage of qualified and willIng candi
dates. . 

Several variations on this !heme are worth considering. Although generally par
ticipants would locate their own job placements, state or local government or non-profit 
organizations could establish programs to place qualified individuals with employers 
and provide recruitment, training and .• support system, as in • corps program. 

.. Salaries or stipends would, however, stiD be paid by the employer. nus model works 
best where there is a shortage of qualified individuals available to fill a position that is 
already funded. Teach for Ameri~., which recruits, trains, and places recent coUege 
graduates in teaching positions, and Public Allies, which recruits, trains, and places 
young adults in community jobs with non-profit organizations, both at a cost of approx
imately $6,000 per placement, are examples of non-stipend programs. 

Another model is based on the ROTC system. Certain types of jobs, such os pub
lic safety work, nursing, child care, or teaching may require specialized training that 
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could be obtained during ~llege. Individuals could be enti~d into these fields during 
their first or second year of college with the promise of scholarshin<: or enhanced loan 
forgiveness. They would agree to take a spedIIed curriculum to p:;pare them for their :J 
specific career, to perform internships or other fonns of serviCe to supplement their 
classroom learning during the school year and over the summer, and work in their spec
ified field for a minimum number of years after graduation. The proposed Police Corps 
is an examp!e of this model, although for technical reasons it would probably fall out
side the,scope of the National Service Trust Fund (see the CrIme chapter), 

This model has many advantages. Salaries do not have to be paid by the federal 
government, thereby lowering the per placement cost. Administrative costs are also 
lower than under other program options. Large numbers of individuals may partici
pate if they are able to find suitable qualifying employers. Such a program can help fill 
jobs in geographic areas (remote rural communities, urban enterprise zones) or career 
fields where it is difficult to find willing and qualified workers. By using programs !o' 

place individuals (as in the Teach for America and ROTC models described above), 
many of the benefits of corps-type service can be realized. 

This mode! has some drawbacks as well., It is effective if there is a shortage of , 
, workers in a particular profession or jurisdiction, but not if there is a shortage of funds 
to pay those workers. It is difficult to design. list of qualifying jobs that does not create 
inequities by excluding similar jobs or that would not, if implemented on a large scale, 
create incentives for individuals to leave one type of socially usefui employer for anoth
er that qualifies. If qualifying jobs are limited by salary, the program may depress 
wages for other workers. If a programmatic approach is taken, it may be unfair to 
reward with loan cancellation a participant in, for example, Teach for America, but not 
the comparable teacher down the hall. There is also Significant potential fot fraud and 
abuse without significant lederal oversight 01 placements. There would need to be strict 
job nondisplacement requirements and a regulatory system to approve placements. 

Public Service Entrepreneurs 

'A' limited number of particularly talented young people may seek to design their 
own placements - perhaps starting new organizations, conducting independent pro
jects, or filling needs in their community that they thernselves identify. This model fos
ters innovation and allows talented youth'to put their- best ideaS into practice. These 
individuals should be supported because they hold particular promJse as future leaders: 

On the other hand, a significant risk of fraud and abuse is inherent in this modeL 
Young entrepreneurs may need to be supported through a programmatic structure that' 
provides advice and technical assistance. For reasons of risk and administrative cost. 
only • limited number 01 placements should be made in this category. . 

Must seruice be full-time? Would part-time seruice qualify? 
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v,'hile most q~g slots would be full-time, 'part-time programs should also 
be eligible, particularly to accommodate non-traditional older students whose family 
responsibilities may o.therwIse preclude them from opting for service. (While an analo
gy is often drawn between full-time service and the GI bill. part-time service might be 
seen as a civilian version of the military National Guard/Reserve structure.) Ilerrefits 
earned would be scaled to the fraction of full-time service performed, with some mini
mum threshold (say, one-sixth time, the equivalent of two full months) each year. The 
National and Community Service Act already supports several model part-time pro
grams in which participants receive education schOlarships or loan forgiveness in 
exchange for a minimum number of hours of service. 

Will the system be decentralized or will it be run by the federal 
government? 

We recommend that the National Service system be decentralized, with impor
tant roles played by national non-profit orgaitizations and state and local programs. 
While • federally-run system might provide a common experience for all participants,. 
its disadvantages include: a large federal bureaucracy; interference with state and local 
efforts to build community-based programs; high costs; impediments to flexibility and 

. innovation; and lack of community control. By contrast, a well-designed decentrallzed 
aystem would encourage pUblic/private partnerships, leverage federal dolJars with 
those from state and local sources, build on expertise within.the field, enable young 
people with diverse needs and interests to be matched with optimum placements, mini
mize federal bureaucracy, allow the loc:aI community to take the lead in setting most 
priorities, and provide for maximum innovation. As we suggested earlier, a decentral
ized system would requine vigorous federal and state monitoring to guard against 
fraud and abuse and enhance quallty control. 

Under this decentrallzed Cooperative model, the federal government would do a 
fair amount of steering but vary little rowing. Federal level activities wOuld include: 
establishing broad policy directions and general standards for eligible programs; 
administering the National Service Trust.Fund; allocating (through agreed formulae) 
NSTF program slots to the states; selecting Iuiy national and local programs and inter
mediaries for the remaining slots; serving as a clearinghouse for service information 
and program evaluation; disseminating the federal share of program-related costs; 
backstopping state fraud and abuse prevention through a strong Inspector General; 
running a federal corps (of some as yet undetermined size); and exploring innovative 
ways of establishing a common consciousness and esprit de corps among thousands of 
loc:al service programs. One possibility for accomplishing this would be a standardized 
initial training (boot camp) for all service participants, run by the National Guard, com
bined with a national logo and meetings bringing toge~er representatives 01 different 
groups to share experiEna!S and prescriptions for success. 
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At the state level. each governor would designate a lead agency to receive feder
al funds, certify programs as eligible for NSTF slots, serve as the first line of defense 
against fraud and abuse. and preside over the formation of representative local national 
service councils. The local councils would serve as principal agents for the recruibnent 
and placement of volUnteers. (Not all volunteers would be local. however. For discus
sion of the ensuing complications In matching volunteers and slots. see below.) These 
same councils could serve to help place AFDC redpients In community service jobs, as 
described in the Welfare Reform chapter. 

With regard to certification of positions, it might be argued that a central role for 
state governments could Increase the risk of political competition for designation and 
restrict opportunities in some states. Given these potential problerns,two other possi
bilities should be noted. The centralizing option. federal designation of all positions. 
would· standardize opportunities for participants from different areas and fadlitate the 
use of volunteers by national non-governmental organizations, but at the cost of 
spawning federal bureaucracy. minimizing local control, and diminishing experimenta
tion. 

By contrast, the radical decentralizing option would grant presumptive· 
approval to all SOl(c)(3) organizations and government agencies as potential employers. 
This would create the broadest market of potential employers, maximize participant 
chOice, and m.inirnize bureaucracy. At the same time, this procedure would incur the 
greatest risk of poor supervision and use of participants, and produce the most prob
lems monitoring quality and type of work. 

'What services would be performed? 

A Ford Foundation study in 1986 identified 3.5 mUlion labor-intensive communi
ty servicejobs thet could be filled by people in national service. We suggest that service 
In any of the following areas qualify: human service (Including child care, health care, 
serviq,s for the elderly); education; public safety; and the envirorunent In most cases. 
except In serviCIHpe<ifiC models discussed below, priorities would be determined by 
the local community. 

Examples of service-spedfic models may include: 

• Public Safety Corps, in which service volunteers work in the areas of 
drug education, mediation, and crime prevention. 

• Public Health Corps. in which service volunteers work in community 
health centers and in outreach programs for pregnant women and shut-in 
elderly citizens. 
• Earth Corps, In which service volunteers help preserve and protect the 
urban and rural environment, e.g., by assisting In understaffed recycling 
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programs. 

• School-age ChUd <:.ate, in which older students staff after-school and 
summer programs for younger students requiring supervision while their 
parents work: ' 

• Youthbuild, in which out-of-school youth leam building trades while 
they build or renovate housing for the homeless. 

Examples of broad·based service programs include: 

• Youth Service Corps, in which a variety of community projects are 
undertaken. 

• School-age Service Programs, in which coUege graduates organize 
school-age children to participate in a variety of service activities. 

Prohibited types of service shouid include: religious activities (although nonsec
tarian service in religicus org.mzations would be pennitled); activities to promote or 
deter union organizing; and activities dizectiy connected with partisan politics or with 
the objectives of advocacy groups. 

How much will service be worth? 

Two basic options are represented by legislation already on the books, 

,A,. Fixed l\Dloun!. nus Is the approach taken by the National and Community'Service 
Act, which provides full-time volunteers roughiy $5,000 in scholarship funds per year 
of service, 

, " Advantages: Simplicity; ability to'control costs (because the cost per individual 
would not vary); and provision of equal benefits to those performing equal 
work. 

• Disad!lllntage: individuals with a great deal of debt must work longer than 
; those with smaller loans to pay them back. ' 

B. ,Percentage of total loan debt. nus is the approach taken under existing federal 
'loan forgiveness programs, which provide that 15% of the loan Is forgiven in each of the 
first and second years of service, 20% in each of the third and fourth years, and 30% in 
the fifth year. 

• Ad!lllntage: individuals with different amounts of debt work the same number 
of years to wipe out their debt. 
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• Disadvantage: it would be difficult to estimate costs from year to year, since 
each year of ~ce would be worth a different amount for each individual. 

On balance, the advantages of the fixed-amount approach appear decisive, and 
the disadvantage can be counteracted by serting the benefit high enough so that all but 
the most indebted students can discharge their loan obligation through two year. of 
service. 

While some advisors believe that the existing NCSA level of $SOOO/year is about 
right, most believe that it is much too low and ought to be doubled; to $lO,OOO/year. 
(For example, the co-directors of City Year are strongly of this view.) A $10,000/year 
figure would enable national service sponsors to tell pre-<:ollege youth: "Serve your 
country for two years and you'll be able to go to the public college Or university of your 
choice and graduate debt-free." This is the figure your campaign used. It would aiso 
give incentives to graduates of elite institutions to reduce their debt significantly 
through service rather than automatically selecting income-contingent repayment. 

There are four arguments against the higher figure that are worth considering. 
First, when combined with subsistence stipends and other benefits, the larger voucher 
would produce a total package larger than most comparable work performed outside 
the service system. 

Second, the larger voucher exceeds the education and training benefits earned. 
through military service. Under the Montgomery GI bill, for example, members of the 
military with two-year contracts earn benefits of $7800 ($3900 per year). The Army 
College Fund (ACF), which limits participation in various ways, provides an additional 
$8000 for two years of service. The maximum avallable to two-year members of the 
military is thus $15,800. The higher Opportunity Voucher figure might collide with the 
recruiting requirements of the ACF. This issue must be carefully explored with senior 
representatives of the armed forces. 

Third, many voluntary service advocates believe that at some level the provision 
of material rewards in return for service may. undermine rather than build the ethic of 
service. While it is difficult to quantify or test this concern, it should be taken into 
account. 

Finally, the higher figure would add significantly to the overall cost of tlie 
national service program-roughiy $500 million per 100,000 participants. 

Whalever figure is eventually selected for the Opportunity Voucher, its benefits 
should be non-taxable, and the legislative language should make this clear to avoid 
endless battles with the IRS. 
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Should service qualify individuals for post-service benefits other than edu
cation/training loan forgiveness? 

There is less tIian full consensus on this question. Some advisors believe that the 
use of post-service benefits ought to be restricted to education and job training (includ
ing apprenticeships). Others take the view that the benefits should also be usable as 
training and internship vouchers payable to employers, as down payments for first
time homebuyers, and as seed capital to set up small businesses. Senator Mikulski is 
strongly in the second camp: she believes that pre-<:ollege Opportunity Vouchers ought 
to be usable for a wide range of opportunity-enhancing investments. 

We favor the second option. For some young people, home owne!1!hip and small 
business entrepreneurship may repreSent the best next step up the ladder of opportuni
ty; we should no! be making their decisions for them. 

We belJeve that a similar (though noUdentical) principle should govern benefits 
earned through poskoUege service. WbUe the benefits should·first be applied against 
outstanding loans, individuals should be allowed to retain any surplus and use it for a 
range of purposes roughly equlvalent to those of the pre-college Opportunity Vouchers .. 

In Qddition to Opportunity Vouchers, what paymentslbenefits should be 
provided to participants in the seraice system? 

It would of course be possible to provide no additional support beyond 
Opportunity Vouchers. ThIs would economize on outlays, but at the cost 01 greatly 
re.tricting participation. 

Stipends, at least reaching subsistence levels, wili be necessary to encourage par
ticipation. Stipends in existing programs include $100 a week (City Year), the poverty 
line (VISTA), .and the minimum wage (WISconsin Conservation Corps). The actual 
value 01 the stipend wili vary depending on whether the stipend is taxable and whether 
it wili affect a famliy's means tested benefits. 

Other possible program-related costs include: 

. '.: ,,',.providing health care benefits (51000 /year) 

• forgiving interest on· outstanding education loans while serving 
($625/year) 

• providing child care assistance to make participation more feasible for 
custodial parents (an average of $1250 per position/year). 

These program-related costs are prime candidates for state/local/private cost· 
sharing. discussed below. 
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How many slots will be available? 

At fir:st glance, it might seem most appropriate to establish national service as an 

entitlement: anyone who wants to serve should have the chance to do sO on fair terms. 

But the moral appeal 0/ this approach is overwhelmed by its practical disadvantages: it 

would make needed planning Impossible: costs could go through the roof: and if high

end projections of demand materialize, the administrative infrastructure at every level 

could be swamped. For these and related reasons, there seems to be no alternative to a 

federal-level determination of the number of fuII-time-equivalent slots avai/able each 

year. 


In determining this number, three variables are critical: total funds avaUable: 

capacity to locate, and match individuals with, meaningful work; and rate of program 

expansion. At an earned benefit (Opportonlty Voucher) level of $10,oOO/year, Our 

..limat•• sugg••t program costs of .bout $2.3 billion per 100,000 full-time partido. 

pants•...A program involving 250,000 would thus cost about $5.8 billion. H states and 

localities (including the private sector) were challenged to put up 2S percent of program 

costs, a program of this size would require federal outlays of about $4.9 billion annual

ly; a program of 100,000 would require annual outlays of slightly less than $:1. billion. 


As for the absorption capacity of the overall system, it's hard to be sure; but 

recall that altogether, VISTA, the Peace Corps, and state!loca1 youth corps provide 

fewer than 35,000 full-time slots. An increment of even 100,000 would represent a huge 

jolt; building up to 100,000 over (say) four years would mean adding nearly the equiva

lent of todays full-time service opportunities in each of those years, A buildup to 

250,000 over four years would mean an increment 01 more !han twice the current level 


. 01 activity in each of tour years. 

Putting everything together, we draw the following tentative conclusion: an 

increment 01100,000 by the end of FY 1997 would be enough to make a significant and 

visible difference, while an increment of 250,000 by FY 1997 probably represents the 

limit ol,what is fiscally and administratively possible. 


'Of course, this is all on the supply side. Given the program parameters, we have 

no way of knowing in advance whether enough people will avail themselves of these 

new opportunities to serve. We should not allow ourselves to be bewitched by our own 

rhetoric aboufthe revival of civic spirit; if your economic growth program works as we 

all hope, we may find ourselves competing against increasingly attractive private sector 

opportunities. 


How will slots be allocated and participants matched with slots? 

While much of the task of allocating slots and matching participants would be 

handled by local councils, two problems would remain. Fitst, the number of individu· 

als seeking service opportunities might exceed the number of available slots. Second. :
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with a decentralized service option and individuals from across the country seeking a 
Ilmi!ed number of positions, some system would be needed to match students and 
positions across jurlsdlctionallines . 

. 
• There are anumber of options for dealing with an imbalance between slots 
and service-seekers. Slot. could be allocated on a competitive basi•. 
Alternatively, service-seekeIll meeting basic qualifications could be selected on a 
rust-come rust-served basis or through a random lottery. (There's no necessity 
to make a one-size.fits-all choice among these options; it ought to be possible, 
within Ilmits, to take local and programmatic differences into accoWlt.) If there 
were an effort to preserve a certain ratio between post-college and pre- or non
college serveI!l, a separate pool would have to be established for post-college ser
vice-seekeI!l. 

• To deal with placements across jurlsdictionallines; programs and employeI!l 
with certified positions might be listed on a national database that could be 
accessed by students seeking placements. lru:Iividuais seeking placements could 
put their resumes into the database along with any preferences (type of service, 
location, etc.) so that organizations across the country could locate qualified' 
appUcants. Vigorous local recruiting would Ukely provide a steady stream of 
individuals from the communities in which service would be performed. Ifslots 
are in short supply, this system would reward individuals who are particularly 
eager to serve and therefore make the effort to contact a broad range of organiza
tions. 

How can we guard against displacement ofpaid workers? 

An important premise of the program is that participants will provide needed 
services that ",ould not o!hetwise be provided. This will not be tha case if paid work
ers lose their jobs to the VOlunteeIll. In order to protect paid workeI!l, the anti:..1isplace
men! provisions of the National and Community Service Act should.be incorporated in 
any new legislation. Further, potential for displacement of paid workeI!l should be a 

. 	primary consideration in the determination of which positions qualify forJoan forgive
ness. 

OrnER KEY SERVICE PROGRAMS 

While the proposed National Service Trust Fund emphasizes lull-time service by 
young people 18 to 25 yeara of age, we recognize that service to our COWltry stretches 
over an entire lifetime. We celebrate initiatives in every part ofour society that promote 
the ideal of lifetime service. And we believe that with only modest additional resources 
but extensive use of the Bully Pulpit, you could help tum this ideal into reauty. 
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, School-llge lind College Youth, 

The National Education Goals recognize the importance of community service 
participation as a means of achieving the citizenship goal. Participation of elementary 
and secondary school-age children in these programs will not only lay the groundwork 

, for future participation in community service, but will pay additional dividends by: 

• Teaching young people from the earliest grades that they have the power to 
make. difference in their communities and a responsibility as citizens to do so; 

• Improving student achievement by making learning meaningful and reengag
ing students turned off by traditional teaching methods; 

• Increasing young people's connection to their communities, thereby reducing. 
':, antisocial behavior such as drug use and crime; 

• Providing many hours of needed services at minimal cost; and 

• Helping young people develop self..,steem and skills of teamwork, Ie.der- ' 
ship, and probiem-solving. 

The existing federal program that supports service by school-age youth is 
"Serve-America," part of the National and Community Service Act, Federal funding 
for service by colleg~ students is provided through "Higher Education Innovative 
Projects: also authorized under the Act, and the "College Work Study Program:' 
Because these programs are part-time and generally do not provide stipends for the 
young volunteers, they are relatively low-cost, 

Participation in these programs would generally not qualify students for loan 
forgiveness. However, theSe programs could provide placements for up to 25,000 full
time ~tional service participants who would help organize the younger students in 
service activities. 

The National CommiSsion estimates that with relatively modest annual appro
priations ($60 million In FY 1994, $105 million in FY 1995, and $1SO tiilllion in FY 1996), 
meaningful and wen-run service programs could be established in more than SO per· 
centol America's public schools by the end 011996. 

It could be argued, however, that these activities are primarily a state and local 
function. For example, Maryland recently imposed a service, requirement for high 
school graduation. At the very least, you could challenge every other state to follow 
Meryland'. lead and (as Sen. Mikulski has suggested) find a way of rewarding states 
that do so with what she calls a "Good Cuy bonus," 
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In a similar vein, the Conunlsslon estimates that a total appropriation of $100 
million ($20 million in FY 1984, $30 million in FY 1995, and $50 million in FY 19%) 
would suffice to create service programs on ove~ two-thirds of aU college campuses. 
Here again, others might argue that this is prlnclpaUy a non-federal responsibility; after 
all, of 3,500 universities, 650 have such programs already. You could vigorously 
encourage the rest to foUow suit. A visit to an outstanding campus-based service pro
gram, such as Rutgers University's Civic Education and Community Service Program, 
would be an excellent way of dramatizing his concern. 

We recommend the Bully Pulpit rather than any major funding commitments 10 
school-based service at this time, until your overall national service program is up and 
running and its funding base is secure. 

Older American Volunteer Programs 

Given the growing number of older citizens and their increasing expected life
span, retirees are an importanl resource for communities. The three Older American 
Volunteer Programs, now administered by the ACTION agency, should be expanded 
and additional opportunities created for this older population. In addition, intergener- . 
ational components should be incorporated into many of the youth-targeted programs 
discussed above. For example, seniors could help staff the local service councils 
(described above) that help locate service opportunities and match slots with volun
teers. 

OmaNS FOR FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURES 

The issue of a federal structore for administration of the National Service system 
remains unt.ettled and contentious. There is consensus on two points, however: 

1. The White House Office of National Service, now led by a Director with the rank of 
Assistant to the President, can help promote vital interagency coordination, draft legis
lation, and keep national service high on th~ President's agenda. No.twit!:lstanding the 
proposed White House staff reduction, this position should be retained for an individ
ual who enjoys the confidence of the President and of the key elements of tha national 

. service community .. 

2. Rather than an existing department already charged with a mission other than ser
viC\! (such as the Education, Labor, or Defense departments), the lead national service 
agency should be one whose purpose is service itself. . 

Three federal agencies now administer the major federal service programs: the 
Commission on National and Community Service, ACTION, and the PeaC\! Corps. 
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The COmmission, which is governed by a 21-member board of directors appoint
ed by the President, administers the National and Community Service Act programs. ') 
Designed to be a sman, non-bureaucratic agency (CUrn!l\tly it bes only 17 employees to 
administer $75 million in programs), the Commission bes no field structure, working 
instead through state lead agencies identified by governors. Created by Democratic 
legislation in 1990, the Commission bes been characterized by innovation and a close 
working relationship with the field. Although the Board is Curn!l\tly composed of indi-
Viduals appointed by President Bush, members are eager to work with you. There are 
currently five openings on the Board, with an additional seven positions opening up in 
September. Therefore, within the year, you can appoint an effective majority of Board 
members. 

-ACTION was created in 1971 to administer federal volunteer serviCe programs. 
In recent years, il has suffered under poor political leadership and a demoralized civil , 
service staff. Currently ACTION employs over 400 people to run VISTA and the Older 
American Volunteer Programs. It has a regional and state field structure. 

The Peace Corps bes a relatively small regional field structure within the United 
States. Because the Peace Corps deals with overseas rather than domestic service, we ' 
have ruled out including it in any reorganization. 

The following are the principal structural options for the lead national service 
agef!CY: 

Option 1: The service aspects of the National Service Trust Fund could be 

administered by a single entity created by folding ACTION into the Commission on 

National and Community Service arid making modifications'to the Cominission's gov· 

ernance structure to allow for greater operational strength and Presidential contro\. This 


1 ~gency would not necessaruy be a #commission#; it could be a corporation alonStne 
L...1ines of the original Nunn-McCurdy proposal, or an agency along the lines of EPA. 

"e, Advantages: Building on a .man, non-bureaucratic group known for innova· 
'{!ion would create a good precedent for reinventing government. The 
Commission's primary experience is in the field of youth service, also the target 
of the Clinton national service system. Because the agency Is' still relatively new, 
it could be easily reshaped to fit the new system. The Commission works well 
with the field, including the state and local programs likely to playa major role 
in the new system, arid bes developed a good system tor drawing on the techni
cal expertise of individuals in the private sector. It enjoys strong support in 
Congress. 

, 

• Distuivantoges: The Commission is new and bes relatively limited experience. 
Absorbing the ACTION programs would require a major expansion of the 
agency. The Commission bes little experience with senior volunteer programs ')'\, 
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and those Involving individual placements. 

Option 2: In order to give the service programs better coordination and visibili
ty, the two federal ag!!ncies that administer the major domestic service programs could 
be loosely federated as "sister agencies" with ACTION charged with administering 
VISTA and the Older American Volunteer Programs and certifying individual place
ments, and the Commission charged with supporting the National and Community 
Service Act programs, new programs specially targeted on post-<:ollege youth, and cer
tifying programs. An individual who is both a good administrator and a national 
leader with service program experience would be appointed to head ACTION. 
Vacancies on the Commission board would be filied by Indivldusls with knowledge of 
. the service field, including young people who have participated In service programs, 
The ACTION field structure woUld be retained, and would be charged with national 
n!CI'Uitment for the loan forgiveness program, as well as VISTA. Both agencies should 
coordinate closely with the Peace Corps, particularly on n!CI'Uitment. 

- Advantag.s: This would allow time for planning and quick start up of pro
grams; reorganization could take place at any time In the future. It could pre
serve the positive aspects of both agencies. 

- Disadvantage.s: Coordination of fonctions between two agencies could be diffi
cult. In the worst case, it could preserve the negative aspects of both agencies. 

Option 3: Fold the Commission into ACTION. Underthis option, the 
Commission board would be ,eliminated or placed under the Director of ACTION, and 
ACTION would run the National Service system. 

- Advantage.s: ACTION has lonlrexperience with domestic service programs 
and its regional and state offices could be an asset. It is Presidentially controlled 
and has experience with individual placements through VISTA and with senior 
volunteer programs. 

- Disadvantage.s: ACTION is an old-style bureaucracy, ~avy on federal person ,
nel with a history of msistance to change. It has been subject to the political\ 
winds and has been a dumping ground for unqualified political appointees who 

" ....	have driven out many good civil servants. It also has very little experience with 
youth service programs; when the Commission was created, Congress explicitly 
decided no! to put the new programs In the ACTION agency for these reasons, , 

Option 4: Merge the two agencies Into. single new agency. 

- Advantages: This could be a visible way to show the President is serious about 
elevating national service on the national agenda. It would build on the exper
tise of both agencies while allowing the President to eUminate a federal agency. 
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thereby modestly reducing bureaucracy. 

• Disadvantages: Slow start-up. The Commission was intended to be this new 
agency, one w~ch could expand when Congress and the President were willing 
to put new resources into service. 

•.Option 5: Scrap both existing agencies and create a new one. , 

• Advantages: As with Option 4, this would be a visible way to elevate service. 

• Dislulvantages: This would mean an even slower start-up, and it would risk 
lOSing the accumulated experience of both ACTION and the Cominission. 

"On balance, we believe that the Commission has been an entrepreneurial success" 

story:and that we ought to build on its strengths. The point is not to reinvent success, 

but to replicate it. We favor Option 1, with serious attention to the legal and structural 

changes the Commission would requlre to handle greatly enhanced responsibilities and 

to respcnd to presidential directives. 


Whichever option is ultimately selected, the liming of your national service ini 

tiative is propitious: both the National Cominission and ACTION are up for reautho

rization in 1993. The legislative calendar thus provides the opportunity for fundamen

tal rethinking and redesign of the administrative structure through which the federal 

government seeks to steer national service. 


One of the most difficult structural issues concerns the location of the National 

Service Trust Fund.' This '!rust Fund is actually an amalgam of two distinct activities 


. and revenue streams. On the one hand, it would ad.JnjiUster appropriations and dis

. bursements for Opportunity Vouchers; on the other hand (at least as conceptualized 
during the campaign), it would administer appropriations and disbursements for, and 
reparments from, income-contingent direct loans. 

"The first set of activities is relatively straightforward and intrinsically related to 

servioe; the Opportunity Vouchers could (and probably should) be handled by the lead 

service agency (whatever it turns out to be). 


By contrast, the second set of activities raises complex questions of student loan 
design and administration_reas in which national service experts have very little 
experience. Some have suggested that the Department of Education should be given 
the lead in this aM.; others note (correctly) that administrative" competence within the 
department is notoriously low, particularly in student loans. ./ 

One proposal for breaking this impasse would be to give some competent inter
mediary such as Sailie Mae lead responsibility for developing efficient and effective 
ways 01 implementing this part of the president-e!ect's proposal. The President and 
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CEO of Sallie Mae has indicated his willingness to cooperate in this endeavor. 

RESTRUCfURING THE NATIONAL EDUCATION 

FINANCING SYSTEM 

Restructuring the national education financing system inhe other major compo
nent of your National Service Program. Your campaign proposals included: 

• 	 Replacing existing loan programs with direct federal lending to students; 

• 	 Making loan repayment contingent on income and coUectible through the 
tax system; and 

• 	 Total or partial loan forgiveness in return for national or community ser
vice. 

Cu~tF-w 	 \~.~ ,.J<'J;. 
..... 	...... / r>.t w.> t"""........ 


In the Higher Educa.tion Amendments of 1992, Congress enacted a number of 
programs similar to, though not as far-reaching as, your proposals. 

Universal loan availability Perhaps the most important change makes loans 
universaUy available. Beginning October 1, 1992, students who are not judged to be 
financially needy through the trsdltional financial aid process are nonetheless eligible 
for an "unsubsidizedH Stafford loan. While this loan has the same terms and conditions 
as the regular Stafford loan, the government does not make interest payments. The stu
dent must either make the payment or add the interest to the principal. . 

Direct lending pUot The most controversial provision (which drew a veto threat 
from Bush) was a Dinect Loan Demonstration Program to .test the idea of taking the 
banks and Sallie Mae out of the student loan business. This pilot program will use • 
representative sample of Schools at which the loan volume this year totals $SOO million, 
or about four ~t of the current loan program. 

Income-contingent repayment The law authorized, but did not mandale; three 
provisions relating to income-contingent repayment The Secretary of Education has 
discretion in designing the program, except that the law requires that loans be forgiven 
after no more than 25 years, and that the new system cost less than the current system. 
Implementation will require cooperation from the IRS, which resists the idea, and needs 
your leadership to ensure movement toward implementation. 

Loan forgiveness for community service. The 1992 amendments also include a 
$10 million demonstrstion program in loan fOrgiveness for teaching. nursing and other 
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community service work. 

Restructuring Loan Programs: Options and Recommendations 

There are three basic options lor reforming the current student loan program to 
establish a comprehensive system of financing conege education with national service 
and inccme-contingent loan repayment options: 

L Scrap the existing program completely and make income-contingent 
repayment and national/community service cancellation avallable as part of a direct 
loan program; 

2. Consolidate the current CSL programs and make the new repayment 

options avallable 10 aU borrowers; or 


3. Make the new repayment options available to an borrowers, consolidate the cur
rent CSt programs, and expand the direct loan pilot program authorized in the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1992. 

The third option is most realistic, both· administratively and politically. A dlscussion 
and analysis of the options follows. 

Option 1: Eliminate The Current Guaranteed Loan Program. 

Under the existing CSt Program, banks make loans 10 students, and the lederal 
government subsidizes interest and other costs, covering delaults through state guaran
tee agencies. This option propos.es thel the government make loans directly to students 
through schools, eliminating the contosion and cost of the banker-guaranlOr system . 

. The primary arguments in favor 01 this option are: 

1. [!'(Bold. Developing a new loan program would be a bold, imaginative step consis
~O~d lent With your emphasis on change and investing in people. Revising the existing pro
~~l gram is unlikely 10 capture the public's imagination as much as launching a new One. 

t 	 2. It Saves M.~. A direct loan program will save billions of dollars over five years 
because 01 reduced subsidy costs. There may, of course, be ways 10 save money by 
reducing the number of players in the current system, but not moving an the way to 
direct lending. 

3. I/'s Right. Banks should not be making profits at the expense of students. If the fed
eral government can run a studentloan program more cheaply, it should. 

4. I/'s Effici.nt. Guarantee agencies. loan servicers and collection agencies are all . ~) 
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involved in the student loan program. Terminating the existing student loan program 
would eliminate these IiIiddltmlen and simplify the program. 

5. II's Good for Ilorrowers. A diIe<:t lending system will be simpler, ending nwnerous 
problems students cUrrently encounter: the complexities associated with getting loans 
and repaying them; servicing problems that plague even the most careful borrowers; 
lenders and servicers with little administrative ability; student "defaults" because of 
loan servicer mistakes causing problems in their credit records. 

6. It's Popular. Influential members (primarily Democrats) in both the House and the 
1i' Senate strongly favored a diIe<:t loan program in the last Congress. 

Option 2: Consolidate the Loan Programs and Programs and Provide Newer Forms of 
Repayment. 

Achieving the goals of • National Service program may not require scrapping 
the cw:renl system entirely. They may be attainable through several modifications to 
the existing guarantee system: 

• 	 Consolidate the four existing loan programs into two, or possibly one, 
program. 

• 	 Continue to provide lower-income students assistance in making interest 
payments. 

• 	 For other students and parents, create a less subsidized loan program 
incorporating the current SLS, PLUS, and unsubsidi%ed Stafford pro
grams. 

• 	 For students in community service, the government can simply make loanl 
payments to banks, as it does currently for loan deferment. --1 

• 	 For students choosing income-oontingent repayment, the federal govern
ment could either purchase the loans for collection by the IRS, or arrange 
with Sailie Mae or another entity to collect payments based on IRS Infor-, 

"mation. 

The primaty arguments for this option are: 

1. Atiminislrnti!1t Ability. Given that the Department of Education has not effective- . 
ly administered the GSL program, better results are unlikely if it runs a direct loan pro- . 
gram giving it even greater responsibilities, , 

2. 	 School Cone"",s. When Congress considered replacing GSL with a direct loan 
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program, smaller schools and those without significant administrative expertise 
opposed the idea, particularly historkally black colleges and community colleges, 
While they may be more favorable to such an Idea in a Ointon Administration, theyj 
remain concerned about taking legal responsibility from the banks for origina~g the 

loans, '" 	 .;", ,. 

3, Questicnable Schools, You would not want every school to be able to originate 
loans in the name of the federal government, without far better monitoring than has 
historically happened. Witness the number of schools in the GSL program with dubi
ous records, 

4. PolilicalOpposition, Banks will vehemently oppose establishing a comprehensive 
new program, citing possl6le1iiirm to their financial stability. ll!i!anizaliOns with a 
stake in the existing program - particularly guarantee agencies d to stale govern
ments - wili oppose It vociferously since direct loans would put them out of businesi] 
Higher education associations will be lukewarm since their memberships are split, 
Student groups who favor streamlining the loan program don't have strong opinions 
about dire<:t lending. 

5. Action, Everyone is excited about the program. We want to satisfy public expec
tations by making changes quickly, Implementing income contingent repayment and 
service cancellation will be difficult enough, 'Irying to start a dire<:t loan program 
Simultaneously will unduly complicate the task at hand. 

Option 3: Combine the Consolidated GSL and Direct Loan Approaches. 

This op,lion aims to blend the previous two, establishing a National Service Trust 
Fund that moves toward direct lending (Option 1), while continuing a consolidated 

'\iii! guaranteed loan program (Option 2). Under this option: 
",0,)1 

For students choosing income contingent repayment, the NSTl' would 
purchase the loans from the holders (or transfer them from the direct loan~~~ r£" 
program)'and arrange for collection through the IRS. The precise level of 
loans to be pu:rchased will depend on the speed with which the IRS can 
Implement lru:ome-cantingent repayment. 

• 	 For students engaging in national! community service, the NSTl' could 
either pu:rchase the loans or make payments to the holders to cancel por
tions of the loan as the borrower completes his or her service. Participants 
would receive $10,000 in loan forgiveness for each of up to two 
years of certified community service. These options would be available to 
any borrowers, regardless of the type of federal student loan that they 
have. 
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• 	 Expand the direct loan demonstration gradually to include more schools, 
without threatening loan availability. l"lhlJe the direct loan idea is too 
promising to ignore, and the potentlal ••vtngs too great to ignore, there 
are COtnp!!illng reasons to proceed CAutiously. We propose expanding 
from 200 to 500 schools in the first year of the test. Further expansion 
\!p'uldbe authorized, depending on results and interest. 

ad,fimltag'!S of this option are: 

1. Increau Momentum to Change. This ~~~= toward a direct loan 
J2.lPSI"m , .. ill:leltl Ii~tiftg 11>. battJe'"iiir h;,;;;e;;;;;;;;~7tiOn. A larger demon
stration will quickly indicate whether the program is really feasible, and success on • 

", 'large scale will bring pressure for expansion from schools who will want to psrtidpate. 
, Such pressure will make it .asier to overwhelm opposition from those with • stake in 
the current program whose primary line of defense against the program is that it is' 
untried. 

f 

2. Encourage Competition. Keeping both systems will provide students with more 
attractive repayment options both from the gO,vemment and private lendetS. Sallie M,le ' 

, recently dropped rates for those who pay on-time, the first time a major lender admit
ted they could afford to charge less for student loans. They deny it was a response to 
the direct lending threat. It could also save money by giving Congr..s a better sense of 
the subsidy level necessary to keep banks and secondary markets in the program. 

3. 	 Simpler to Implement. The administrative challenges are more manageable, and 
the risks of a serious administrative problem greatly reduced, by phasing the program 
in more slowly. ' , 

4. SM:/i'llity Among Schools."*'By selecting which schools , will participate in the direct 
loan inillative. the federal government will be in • better position to ensure that only 
schools with the administrative CApacity to run the program are permItted in the pro
gram. 

5. EllS;"" Pclilicflily. WhIle lenders, guarantee agencies. secondary marketS and se' 
vlCetS should find it more difficult to oppose this initiative; tha threat of change may 
lead them to offer alternative ideas worth could be worth pursuing. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

The major challenge in developing the National Service Trust Fund is how to bal
ance the desire to move boldly forward with a major new initiative that captun!S the 
public imagination with the dangers inherent in proceeding in uncharted territory. 
Nothing could be more damaging than to have the program's objectives and public 
support undermined by encountering unexpected consequences from a poorly thought
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out or tested reform effort. Incremental reform as in Option 2, 'would be easier to pass 
and easier to Implement. Dramatic changes, such as a quick move to a full ' loan 
program (Option 1), would clearly c.pture the public's attention but 
administrative and political problems discussed .bove. 

To combine a Significant new reform of student aid with mininli 
lems and make Implementation more manageable, we recommend the option. By 
pursulng this course, we can take credit for dramatically expanding options for educa
tion, training, and economic opportunity while maximizing political support. This 
strategy also minimizes the chances of Significant administrative problems and allows 
time to correct them. Finally, it sets in motion an orderly process that, over time, will 
lead to a total transformation of the current system, ,which would not be feasible if pur
sued Immediately and explldtly. 

There are several major issues to consider in designing the proposal for income
contiogent repayment of loans, including: 

IRS participation. Some argue that the IRS exists to collect taxes, not loan pay
ments. While student loan payments can be based on income, they should still be col-' 
lected by servicers, Experience in one test program points to Significant possible prob
lems, particularly getting former students to send copies of tax returns to loan servicers 
to confirm their income. Without returns; payment schedules have to be based on 
assumed income increases from the previous year, instead of real income. 

, ' 

We recommend collecting payments through the existing tax system. To reduce 
the burden on employers, extra amounts due could appa.r as increased income tax 
withholding rather than a separate line item. The amounts can later be reconciled with 
the borrower's income tax filing. ' 

Option or requirement? If income-connngent repayment is reqUired on all 
loans, we can assume that bon:owers will have a wide variety of income patterns, and 
that lOsses on some loans will be balanced by gains on others. The program will be 

I\actuartally sound. But If, under an optional plan, only borrowers who expect to be low 
~ income partidpate in the program, or If borrowers are allowed to,move in and out of 

the income-contingent repayment system, gaming of llie progralxi'may, make its costs 
more unpredictable. This problem is known as "adverse selection." 

We recommend making income contingent repayment optional, exerdsed either ,1, 
at the time the loan is taken or upon graduation. Borrowers who default on their tradi-~ if>''''1 
tionalloans should au\ornatiCally be placed on the income-contingent collection system:,..) 

Avoiding adverse selection. Past designs for income-contingent loan collection 
often included Haoss-subsidiesH-bon:owers who maI<e high'incomes after college in 
effect subsidize those with lower income. For example, • program at Yale In 1972-73 

' 
_) 
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. 
allowed students to "postpone" tuition payments by agreeing to pay a percentage of 
income over 35 years, upto a maximum of 150% of the tuition charge, plus interest. 
The program was discontinued, in part because the high-income penalty led to low par
ticipation. 

"",'-We do not recommend including a Significant cross.subsidy in the program. 
S~~ for lower-income borrowers should come through default reduction (due to 
lRS;cdII~0!l), and perhaps with some of the savings from direct lending. Ii income
contingent repayment is an option, it should offer slightly better terms than convention
al repayment, such as a lower interest rate or lower fees reflecting the lower cost of 
automatic coUection and countering the impression that there is a high income penalty. 

EUgibUity and consolidation. While it would be simplest to implement income
contingent repayment for borrowers who do not already'haveany guaranteed student 
loans, many current and former students will want to participate in the program. 

~ - . 

We recommend making the national service and income-contingent repayment 
options available for new loans, including new loans to old borrowers. Botrowers who 
opt for income-contingent repayment on their new loans should be allowed to consoli-' 
date their old loans into the program. Consolidation for purposes of national servic"/'" 
forgiveness would be too costly, however. 

Payment formula. ThIs is perhaps the most complex Issue. Having borrowers 
pay a fixed percentage of income for a fixed number of years won't work ,because it 
results in • major cross-subsidy, leading tu adverse selection (discussed above). Some 

, propose addressing this problem by requiring a IUed percentage of income until the 

loan is paid off, subject to an outside time iimit. That Is not without its own problems, 

however. For example, an 8 percent payment may be a burden for someone in poverty, 


. but not a problem for a middle-income borrower. It aIao seems' unreasonable to require 

an $8,000 payment from someone making $100,000 a year if they only owe $10,000. 


One approach to be seriously considered' is an "adjusted amo~tion schedule," 
under which repayment for a borrower with average income Is set'so that the loan is 
paid off over a reasonable period, such as 12 years. The schedule could be adjusted for ' 

: : borrowers whose income is significantly above or below the average. At the low end, a 
basic living allowance should be protected, and a calling imposed on the maximum 
pen:entage of remaining income that can be taken for loan payment. Any remaining 
debt should be forgiven after 25 years. 

We must aIao pay particular attention to what we demand of borrowers who are 
relatively low income after college. We do not want to subsidize students who simply 
take time off after college, but we may want to assist those who do low-income work. 
or are low income for a longer period.' This will add to the cosi of the program, but will 
also encourage students to perform community service or gu into a lower-paying pro
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fession. 
Desig:ting the payment fonnula and testing it for unintended incentives and· 

actuarial soundness requires further time and consideration. 'The issues discussed here ,"> 
are just some of the .complexities associated with designing the payment fonnula. .- ) 
Others include the treatment of married couples and the definition of income. 

Costs, Savings lit Related Issues 

A direct loan system could save a substantial amount of money, as could income
contingent repayment, depending on the design 01 the program. 'These savings could 
be used to offset the costs of the National Service program. 

Direct Lending. The US. General Accounting Office estimates that the federal 
government could save $4.8 billion over five years by switclting completely to a direct 
lending system for all new loans, The Congressional Budget Office and the Education 
Department have previously estimated similar or higher savings. These savings arise· 
primarily because it is cheaper for the federal government to acquire capital directly, 
rather than paying banks to do it. The savings under our recommended plan will obvi
ously be less since savings depend on the size and pace of the expansion of the Direct" 

. . Loan Demonstration. 

Income-contingent repayment. Using the tax system to collect loan payments 
will reduce loan defaults substantially. One third of the nearly $3 billion set aside for 
the cost of loans made this year covers the cost of future loan defaults, Savings will be , " 

highest if either (1) all loans are collected on an income-contingent basis, or (2) .11 new 
borrowers, even those who.choose conventional repayment, switch automatically to 
IRS collection in the case 01 default. 'The marginal cost of IRS. collection will likely be 
lower than contracting with outside servicers for conventional collection, although 
start-up costs at IRS maybe aubslantiaJ, 

Income-contingent repayment will also involve some costs. Borrowers who 
remain very low-income after college (or after dropping out) will have their remaining 
debt forgiven by the government after a period of time (25 years in most proposals). 

, Thisis,essentially a "default" thet cannot be avoided, because the person has no or 

inadequate Income. In addition. It may make sense to design a system thet helps lower

Income borrowers In other ways, such as reducing the Interest thet is capitalized when 

payments are too low. As noted above, helping these borrowers would have the added 

benefit of subsidizing people who engage in low-paying public service jobs. 


Questions have also been raised about the appropriateness of the current iJ'l' 

school interest subsidy reoeived by Stafford borrowers, and about the possible impact 
of the National Service Trust Fund on college tuition. 

In..choollnterest subsidy. The largest government ODst In the student loan pro
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gram is making interest payments on Stafford loans while students ate in school. This 
benefit goes to poor and ritlddle-iJicome students, and graduate students who qualify 
based on need. ACCOrding to the Congressional Budget Office, charging these borrow
ers inte_t while they are in school would save $575 million in 1992, and $4.1 billion 
over the 1992-96 period. 

Then! are serious political problems in using these savings to fund National Service. 
Like earlier proposals to fund service by eliminating Pell Grants, this would be por
trayed as taking aid away from needy students to fund a non needs-tested program. It 
might be mote equltable - but still very controverslal- to use the savings to subsidize 
borrowers who are low-income after college, instead of during college. The argument 
for this approach is that students with high incomes after college should not be getting 
_large subsidy while in school; instead, the program should provide those who fail to 
reap the income benefits of postsecondary education with lower indebtedness. But to 
the higher education community, the in-school in!etest subsidy.is sacred, and any pro
posed changes will be vehemently opposed. . 

Rising college tuitions. Some fear that a major new student aid program will 
result higher college tultions. This should not be an issue with the National Service' 
nust Fund because the program does not increase" the amount of aid that moststudents 
can receive, It simply offers new options for repaying loans. Research suggests that 
while federal aid and tultion m.oy be related at proprietary schools, there is no such link 
in the traditional college sector. 1Uition at community colleges and other state institu· 
tions is affected almost exclusively by the level of state appropriations, while private 
colleges _pond principally to forces other than student aid. We would view any pro
posal for a federal role in college tultion-setting practices as politically unpalatable and 
administratively unworkable. 

CONCLUSION: AN HISTORIC OPPORTUNITY 

Like John F. Kennedy three decades ago, a young PteSident-elect has captured 
the nation'. Imagination with his call for a renewed ethic of service to country. There is 
now an historic opportunity to mobilize citizens and resources) public and private, to 
address long-ignored national needs.. 

Thete are signs that this mobilization is already gaining momentum. The iecent
Iy authorized Civilian Community Corps offers. a promising new way for recently deac
tivated military personnel to gulde young people in performing national service. The 
Retorned Peace Corps Volunteers, numbering more than 135.000, have Indicated their 
eagerness to respond to your call. Across the country, service organl2ations are grow
ing. in communities and schools, on coUeg. campuses, and among senior citizens. 

Th. untapped potential to address unmet needs is enormous. The federal gov
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emmenl itself can I). made service-friendly, Business can'be challenged todo mall!, 
Each of us can be challenged to do better. With effident use of resou:rces and effective ") 
employment of the moral authority of your office, you can catalyze the profound social " 
Iransformation-the renewal of citizenship-lor which so many Americans have 
yeamed and worked'for so long. 

Individuals and Groups Consulted (partial listing) 
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Repmenl4tivl! Bill Ford, House Education and Labor Committee 
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Jerry Kkpner, AFSCME 
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A REVOLUTION IN GOVERNMENT 


"We must lead a revolution in government so it becomes an engine 
of opportunity' again, not an obstacle to it ... Uwe reinvent government 
to deliver new services in different ways, eliminate wmeoessary layers of 
management, and offer people more choices, we really can give taxpayers 
more services with fewer bureaucrats for the same or less money .... 
What I am proposing is hard, unglamorous work. It will require us to 
reexamine every dollar of the taxpayers' money we spend and every 
minute of time that·the government puts in on business. It will require us 
to enlist the energies of front-line public servants who are often as frus.. 
trated as the rest of us with bureaucracy. And if we do it in Arkansas, 
which has among the lowest taxes.in . the country, imagine how much 
more important and productive it.will be at the federal level .• 

- Georgetown University 
November 20, 1992 

Our government is in crisis. The deficit is over $300 billion. Public approval of 
Congress is below 20%. The average Americanvoter believes that 44 cents of every tax 
dollar are wasted. And in • poll this summer, 85% of the electorate agreed that the gov
ernment needs "fundamental changes" or "complete rebuilding." 

George Bush was right about one thing: government is too big, and spends too 
much. But it's not just government that's broken - it's the system. Politicians find 
themselves spending more time listening to lobbyists at fundraisers than working to 
solve the problems of real people back home. Civil servants who mean well end up 
trapped in • low-performance bureaucracy that emphasizes rules and procedures 
instead of results. People think their government takes more from them than It give. 
back, and looks the other way when moneyed interests only take from this country and 
give nothing back. And they're right. . 

Throughout the campaign, you talked about the need for radical change in 
. Washington. You vowed to create a government that shares the values and fights for 
the interests of ordinary taxpayers - a government that works for the people, not the 
other way around. . 

nus chapter presents ideas to revitalize our democracy and radically change 
government. Our goal Is to make government smaUer, better, and more responsIve to 
the people. That in itself would be a tremendous achievement But we believe govern
ment reform will mean even more for the country down the road if we can restore peo
ple's faith that their government works hard, respects their tax dollars, and tries to do 
the right thing, 
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1. Presidential Reorganization Authority 
2. A Presidential Campaign on Government Reform 
3. Executive Orden to Reinvent Government 
4. Performance Management 
5. Expedited Rescission Authority 
6. Campaign Finance and Lobbying Reform 
7. National Voter Registration Act ' 

PRESIDENTIAL REORGANIZATION AirmORITY 

If we want to change the way government does business, we can't rely on the 
normal legislative process. We have to ask for Presidential Reorganization AuthOrity in 
order to break the political stalemate. 

Reorganization authority can grant you expedited Congressional consideration, 
of your government reform legislation through "Fast Track" procedures sirnIlar to those 
currently used to vote on trade agreements and military base closing proposals - one 
vote, up or down, no amendments, within a set period of time. 

Every expert we have consulted on government reform - including David 
Osborne, Alan Schick of Brookings, and Comptroller John Sharp of Texas - has agreed 
that a "Fast Track" approach Is the only way to short-circuit Congress and enact mean
ingful reforms. 

Traditionally, incoming Presidents have used reorganization authority to reorga
nize - to move boxes around on the Executive Branch organizational chart As youj pointed out during the campaign, that exercise Is largely a waste of time. It costs too 
much political capital for mostly ephemeral gains. 

lnstead, we recommend that you use reorganization authority and the expedited 
legislative consideration it grants to bring more fundamental changes to the federal 
government to eliminate programs, subsidies, and duplicative functions, downsize the 
federal workforce, Implement performance-based management and budgeting, and 
encourage innovation and greater effidency. 

Reorgani%ation Authority - A Brief History 

Congress granted every President from FDR to Reagan broad powers to reorga
nize the Executive Branch, subject only to a single or IirnJted number of up-or-down 
votes. Sinee 1949, the statute governIng such powers has been the Reorganization Act. 
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. 
which granted Truman broad powers to create or eliminate agencies ana departments. 

Since Truman's Presidency, Congress has amended the Reorganization Act to 
restrict Presidential power 25 times - to the point where the Act is practically worth
less. Johnson was denied the ability to propose new departments with new functions; 
Carter was prohibited from abolishlng any departments or eliminating any statutory 
programs; and Reagan was prevented from elimlnating any agencies. Since the Carter 
administration, Congressional distrust of the While House has been so intense that little 
power for change has been granted. The last time the Reorganization Act was passed, 
in 1984, the leash was drawn even tighter, ana Reagan, probably wisely refused to have 
anything to do with it. 

A Clinton Reorganization Statute 

. If you are going to use reorganization authority as a centerpiece of yOUl' govern
ment reform strategy, a new reorganization statute must be written and passed by 
Ccngress at the opening of yOUl' tenIl that grants you reorganization powers compara
ble to those possessed by Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman. Otherwise the Act is . 
not worth having. ' 

Broad reorganization authority of the type we believe you should request wili 
differ in two ways from the last version of Presidential reorganization authority passed 
in 1984, 

Expanded Scope 

We believe you should ask for reorganization powers prohibited in the current 
statute, but included or implied in its original form, to include: . 

• Creation and elimination of departments andagencies 
..... Elimination of statutory functions that are wasteful or duplicative 
:c:,. Consolidation of grant programs into block grants and challenge grants 
",. '. , Expansion 'of state/local innovation waivers 

• CivU service reform 
• Pelfonnance budgeting· 
• Sunsets for programs and regulations 

'" ,These powers, though no greater than those granted previous incoming 
Presidents, are immense. The power to propose the elimlnation of statutory functions . 
• denied to Carter in 1977 - would allow you to get the deficit under control by cutting 
programs and subsidies that no longer serve an important social function. The power 
to elimlnate departments and agencies - also denied to Carter - would allow you to 
elimlnate bureaucratic functions that are more properly the responsibility of state and :'J 
local government, and to downsize sprawling departments like USDA. Finally, the , 
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power to create new agendes, eliminated in 1964, would allow you to go beyond gov

ernment reform to accomplish other substantive goals - like creating a national service 

program imd an agency to administer it. 


legislative Approval Mechanism 

The method by which past :reorganization plans were voted on by Congress 
one house legislative veto - was declared unconstitutional in 1984. Thus, our statute 
would have to include a new mechanism for legislative consideration. We :recommend 
the route used in the base closing commission, which :requires a single vote on comm!s~ 
sion proposals within a tight deadline. This approach actually improves the President's .J'I 
chances to pass legislation, and it passes the test of constitutionality. ,,:~~ 

. 	 .~ 
PRESIDENTS CAMPAIGN ON GOVERNMENT REFORM' 	 .. ~ 

,Ir 

Getting broad :reorganization authority from Congress Is only half the battle. 

You also need • team of experts and auditors to develop a comprehensive reform agen- . 

da that you can send to Congress under the statute. 


We propose that you create a President's Campaign on Government Reform. 

This task force will develop the President's government :reform agenda while using 

innovative communications techniques to build grass roots support. The campaign will 

be based on the highly successful Texas Performance Review, run by Comptroller John 

Sharp, which passed numerous reinventing government reforms through the Texas 

Legislature under similar ctrcumstani:es. 


How The Campaign Will Work 

The Campaign to Reinvent Government will not ·be business as usual - or as 

John Sharp put it, just another conunissionfuIJ of prominent suits that will accomplish . 

nothing.· Unlike traditional Presidential conunissions, which have ten to twenty mem

bers and a :relatively weak chalr, we :recommend that you' appoint a single Chair who 


. 	can provide centrallzed leadership and' political direction with help from a staff director 
who Ja:tows the issues. 

Unlike the Grace Commission, which released plenty of findings, ideas, and 
hypothetical solutions but few programmatic or legislative proposals, the campaign 
will produce only real :reforms - drafts of administrative actions or legislation ready 
for Congressional consideration. These will be prepared for submission to Congress 
within the deadline established by the :reorganization statute discussed above. 
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The chairman and staff director should be assisted by a staff of .:pproximatel~ ,~ 
300 people on loan from the private sector, think tanks, Congressional staff, OMB and } 
government agencies. - ,-- 

The Campaign will conduct an aggressive public outreach campaign with untra
ditional communication methods, including: 

• 	 A 1-800 number that any American can call to suggest reforms and get 
information. 

• 	 Reports to the American people through television infomercials. 

El.ectronic town hall meetings. 

A pamphlet from the President to the American people discussing the 
findings and recommendations of the Campaign, mailed free of charge to 
any American who calls the 800- number. 

.. '." What It Will Propose 

The Campaign will be expressly charged by the President to investigate and 
develop proposals in three critical areas. . 

1. A new compact with the states: a reevaluation of federallstate roles and respon
sibilities. The Campaign will suggest ways to limit unfunded mandates, devolve 
responsibilities to the states, expand the use of non-bureaucratic, cost-<!fficient block 
grants and challenge grants, and increase the availability of federal grant waivers to 
encourage innovation at the state and local level. 

2. .CiA new compact with the taxpayers: creating a new era of fiscal responsibility. 
The Campaign will propose ways to reduce the deficit by eliminating wasteful.pro

/ grams, entitlements, commissions, and subsidies; by reorganizing, downsizing, and 
reinventing federal departments and agencies; and by reforming the budget and creat
ing sunset provisions for programs and regulations. 

3. A new compact with federal employees: creating a performance based budget 
which encourages efficiency, greater savings, and improved service; implementing civil 
service reform to reward performance, create incentives for innovation, and establish 
greater managerial flexibility; and downsizing the federal workforce. 

The commission should have a built-in deadline to prevent it from dragging out 
its work and to insure that it places emphasis on action. We suggest six to nine months. 

.J 
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EXECUTIVE ORDERS TO REINVENT GOVERNMENT 

The following propoels can be implemented on the first day of your administra
tion through Executive Order. Taken together, they will demonstrate that you are corn
mitted to reforming government - and keeping your campaign promises. 

Executive Order No.1: 3% Annual Cut in Administrative Costs -- ... 
Th.roughout the campaign about reducing the real administrative 

/f 	 costs of the federal government b 3% annually 1bis cut would set • productivity stan
dard for government downsize the ureallL:acy, utillze resources and persoMel more 
efficiently, and cut the deficit without affecting the level of services on which both poor 
and middle-class Americans depend. 

Unlike • business, the federal government does not currently budget for admin
istrative costs independent of programmatic costs: As a result, the government simply 
has no ide. how much it spends on overhead. Departments are able to hJde adminis
trative fat in the budgets of popular programs and prevent reasonable cuts by claiming' 
that cuts would reduce benefits or services. To fix this mess, Our Executive Order mJllit I 
direct the ~overnment to begin kee= :arate acCounts far adniirustratlve costs as 
@ as orda:. cuts !iiJldmirristrative _ d~ . 

Ta send the right signal to the federal agencies and departments, we suggest you 7~),"'" 
propose a 5% cut in your first year. A 5% reduction will compensate for growth in \ .. , ~, 


, administrative costs in the FY93 budget and make It harder for departments to pad ~~..; 

their 1994 budget to prepare for future cuts. "~ 
, 

0;1The proposed Executive Order will: ,,.l> 

1. Define admirristrative costs and order tha Director of OMB and directors of agen
cies and'departmentilo breakOut .dmirristrative costs as a,separate budget line item in 
tha PY 1994 budget. 1bis new baseline will becometha standardof.measurement for 
annual cum in admirristrative costs. 

'2., Require the Director of OMB to ensure that admirristrative budgets are 5% lower 
in real costs in'PY 1994 than in FY93. Since 'admirristrative costs have never been bro
ken out iri a line item before, the 5% cut in FY 1994 will be based on an estimate of 1993 
costs, not on a hard figure. The DIrector of OMB will have total authority to cut agency 
requests for administrative spending more than 5% if he feels that a request has been 
padded to prepare for future cuts. 

3. Order agency and depariment heads to build 3% real cuts in admirristrative costs 
into the FY95-97 budget requests, as measured by the FY94 baseline, and direct the 
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. . . 
Director ot OMB to insure thetthe Administration's budget submissions to Congtess 

~~- ~ 

Some departments and agencies may want to cut their administrative costs by 

more than 3%. To make sure they're not locked into higher administrative spending 
than they need, we should allow agency heads to invest any administrative savings 
beyond the mandatory 3%cut in their own programs. This will create a new, powerful 
incentive for greater productiviry and savings. This provision requires legislation. 
which we should ask Congress to pass under reorganization authority. 

Executive Order No.2: Cut the Federal Bureaucracy by lOO,()(IO positions. 

During the campaign, you promised to cut the federal bureaucracy by 100.000 
positions in order to eliminate excess staff, improve productivity and increase the gov-" 
ernment's responsiveness to the public. This reduction represents a 4.44% cut in the 
government's civilian workforce of 2.254 mUlion people (excluding the Pos! Office, 
whichis already undergoing tremendous downsizing on its own). 

DOD dvilian staff will take the largest hit, losing 44,000 employees out of a total 
work force of just over 1 million. Achieving a reduction 01 this magnitude will not be 
dilikult because of the base closure process and .the overall downsizing of the milltary. 

The Executive Order will allow two methods of eliminating positions: ~n 
or--early outs. No one will be "Riffed" - fired - as a result of your order. 

. 

Attrition. Every year approximately 200,000 positions are vacated through attri
tion. The attrition rate is even higher in non-recessionary times, ranging from the cur· 
rent rate of 8% to as high as 10%. Given the current rate of attrition, it is possible to 
reach the 100,000 mark in less than a year, though we have phased in compliance over 2 
1/2 years to give managers more time to adapt to a smaller workforce. Attrition is the 
least eXpensive method to vacate positions as it only requires the payment of annual 
leave and retirement benefits, 

. 
Early out pmawn. Under the civil service retirement plan, an employee is eligi· 

ble to reedve his or her retiiement benefits at age 55 with 30 years 01 selvice. Under the 
early out program, an employee is eUgible for retirement benefits at age 50 with 20 
years of service or at any age with 25 years of service, For every year under age 55, 2%. 
is deducted from the retirement annuity. This early out program is the best tool to elim, 
inate pooitions .t the higher grade levels with large salaries. 

In your executive order, we recommend a bigger reduction among senior man
agers than Iront line workers, The federal government is "top loaded" with expensive, 
unnecessary management positions.' For example, the number 01 Senlor Executive ',)' 
Service (SES) employees has grown by 35% over the last decade, and the share of the 
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work force at the GS 13 -lSlevels is up hom 13% In 1972!Q 18% In 1992. Taking 25% of 
the cuts hom senior management will reduce unnecessary layers of management, a top 
personnel goal of most private sector companies In the 1980s, 

The Executive Order will: 

1. Order agency and department heads to eliminate through attrition or early out 
at least 4.5% of their positions over the next three years. 

2. Establish a schedule to guarantee completion. requiring agency heads to achieve 
25% of their cuts by the end of FY 1993. 62.5% by the end of FY 1994. and 100% by FY 

'1995. 

3. Instruct the Deputy Director of OMB for Management to issue the necessary' 
instructions to implement this order, and to report to the President on compliance, 

4. Instruct OMS and agency and department heads to use personnel levels hom FY 
1992 as a baseline to measure their reductions: ,This will keep us hom cutting 100.000 
jobs In current programs while adding 100.000 In new ClInton initiatives. 

5, Require at least 25% of the reductions In each department and Independent 
agency come hom the GS-14, GS-15 and Senior levels. This will cut approximately 
25,000 senior management jobs, hom 132.000 to 107.000. and achieve substantial cost 
savings. 

6. Require agency :md department heads, under supervision hom the Director of 
OMB, to return any savings In FY 1993 to the Treasury. Savings In all subsequent years 
will be built Into the budget 

Executive Order No.3: Eliminate Unnecessary Executive.Branch 
Advisory Committees ,,' 

, • ..,The federal government currently operates more thlin 1,200 advisory committees 
,to study and report on issues of public policy. These committees employ over 29.000 

people and cost the taxpayers approximately $150 million per year. And the number of 
commissions is Inaeaslng at an alarming rate - between 10% and 20% per year during .. ./ 
the Bush Presidency. . ! 

, ' 

More than SOD of these committees are established by statute, which means we ' 
cannot eliminate them without a bloody struggle with Congress. However, roughly 700 
commissions with an overall annual budget of approximately $70 million are solely the 
responsibility of the executive branch. You have total power over them and can do with 
them as you please. 
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We believe you should eliminate as many executive branch advisory commis
sions as pOssible at the beginning of yow: term, The advisory commissions are now 
your advisors, yet you did not appoint any of them and they do not share your inter
ests. Many committees are stocked with Republicans, most are captives of special inter
est groups, and together they exemplify a government more responsive to special inter
ests than ordinary taxpayers, and more concerned about talk than action, 

Our proposed Executive Order would eliminate, after a 6O-day review period, 
600 of the approximately 700 advisory committees not established by law, while cap
ping the budgets of the remaining committees, The order would aliow departments 
and agency heads, in consultation with OMS, to make their own decisions about what 
to cut and what to keep - aliowing, for example, important technical committees to 
remain in existence. 

"'The order would: 

1, Suspend operation of an advisory commissions (including those established by 
statote) for 60 days, excepl for previously scheduled meetings, At the end of this peri
od, unless otherwise directed by waiver of this EO by the Director of the Office of' 
Management and Budget, ali commissions not established by statute will cease 10 exist, 
Commissions established by law may continue operation after the 6O-day period, 

2. During the first 30 days of this period, agency and department heads must 
review an commissions they manage and support. including those established by 
statute. By the end of the,period, they must submit 

•. A list to OMS of those commissions established by law which must con- ) 
tinue operation. Commissions merely authorized but not established by law 
should not be.1ncluded on this list, since they can be eliminated through J 

',Executive Order . ' 

b. A request for a waiver of termination for each commission not established 
·cby law that they believe should continue in operation- For each of these commis

sions, they will provide a summ:ary of the commission's value to the public and 
its current membership, plus a detailed breakdown of its budget and personneL 

3, During the final 30 days of this period, OMB will review requests lor waiversl I+'...,J! 
and grant. to ali departments and agencies, no more than 100 waivers. with a total bud::J ' /J{ 
get of no more than $20 million.' , . ' .I.~ 

, ('~ 

" ~ 
A list of committees you could elimlnate by Executive Order is included '5 an "Ii 

appendix f.tj this chapter. "vI 

tJ 
9 



E:ucutive Order No.4: 'Cut White House Staffby 25% 

During the campaign, you promised to cut the White House staff by 25% - but 
never committed to details. We believe you should cut the personnel budget by 25%, 
not the number of jobs. This will give your senior managers the flexibility to CUI either 
positions or .alaries. 

You must also determine whal constitutes the While House staff. Although 
some will counsel you to cut only the White House Office (WHO), we believe you 
should cut the Executive Office of the President as well (EOP), excluding OMB. By 
including the EOP, you will make il clear that you are serious about controlling the cost 
ofgovernment, and avoid claims thaI you are failing to live up to your campaign 
pledge. After all, it is hard to argue that the "Executive Office of the President" is not 
"White House Staff." 

Out recommendation Is that you cut the FY 1993 payroll appropriated for the 
WHO and EOP (less OMB) for the months of February to September by 25% from 
$54.859 rniilion to $41.145 rniilion, and by an equlvalent amount in the FY 1994 budget 
request. This would eliminate 350 to 400 positions In the White House and Executive' 
Office of the President. 

The chart which follows this chapler presents an option accomplishing a 25% 
payroll budget cut on an office-by-<>ffice basis. The chart is followed by • summary of 
the justifications for our cuts. Note that this is just one option - there are obviously 
many differenl scenerios depending on your priorities. 

Explanations: 

White Heuse Offia and OffiCI; of.the VICe President. Reductions should be possible in sever· ., 
al offices. The seven-person travel staff could be replaced and the fu,nction contracted ' , 
out. Approximately 25 slots could be elimihated by moving the politi~ and advance, _'~f 
functions to the Democratic National Committee. I ( , ;",'" 

Executive &sidence .t the Whit. House. A modest reduction Is required to acltieve the 
25% budget reduction target. 

Couna1 of Ecomnn~ Adtllsm. The creation of the National Economic Council makes a 
modest reduction In CEA possible. 

CoU1tCl1 on Environnumtal QlUIliiy. The council coordinates environmental policy and 
prepares an annual report on environmentallrends, based on government-wide data. 
Most of these functions can probably be handled better from a Cabine!·level 
Department of the Environment. . 
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Proposed Reductions in Employee Compensation and Benefits - FY93 

Office Employee Proposed Budgeted Estimated 
Benefits/ Cuts Staff Staff Cuts 

Comp 

White House Offu:e and $17,314,000 $4,603,035 434 131 
Vice President Office 

White House Residence $3,976,667 $292,655 97 14 


Vice President's Residence $42,000 $0 1 ° 

Council of Economic $1,671,333 5232,647 4l' 9 

Advisers , 

Council on Environmental $1,256,667 5628,630 40 20 

Quality , 


National Critical Materials $142,000 $142,000 3 3 

Council 

Nationbal Security Council $2,731,333 $895,802 60 16 


National Space Council $707,333 $584,047 '7 4 


Office of Administration $7,132,667 $1,443,826 234 65 


Office of Federal $1,737,333 $289,954 33 8 

P~entPoliey 

OfficeiifNationai Drug $5,340,000 $3,082,150 112 75 

Control Poliey 


Office of PoUey $1,890,000 $265,477 ' 51 10 

Development 


Office of Science and $1,979,333 $547,597 43 17 

TechnolOgy Poliey , 


u.s. Thade Representative $8,938,667 $707m3 162 17 


TOTAL $54,859,333 $13,714,833 1,318 389 


""'") 
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Natimuzl Critiall MIlteritds Council. The Council oversees stockpiles of strategic minerals. 
This office can be eliminated since its authorization has already expired and its function 
dupUcates efforts al the Departments of Commerce and Defense. 

Nalional Security Council. With the change in priorities since the Cold War, the National 
Security Council can function with a_ smaller staff by relying'more on support from the 
Departments Defense and State. 

') National Space Council. In the Bush Administration, this Council mostly second-guessed 
~l -\<. NASA. We recommend that some of the Council's functions be transferred to the Office ~ of Science and Technology PoUcy_ 	 , 

Office of Administration. Cuts are justified by the reduced demand for administrative 
services resulting from lower EOP staffing levels. 

Office of Federal Procurement Policy. This Office, which is housed within OMB, has an 
important mission in overseeing federal procurement, but has not been effectJve- With 
support from the OMB Director it should be able to do more with less. 

Office ofNational Drug Control Policy. The Drug Control office has been notoriously inef
fective and extremely politicized. Most of its staff is made up by Republican hacks with 
little experience in drug-related issues. This office can be more efficient if it is staffed 
with a reduced number of real experts who work closely with law enforcement, health 
and social service agencies. 

Office ofPolicy Development. We assume that like the CEA, this office will lose staff slots 
to the newly created National Economic COW1cil. 

Office of Science and Technology Policy. This office has grown rapidly during the Bush 
years. While the transfer of some of the Space Council's functions would add to its 
workload, a net reduction in permanent staff is possible if the Office relies on Ihe 
National Science Foundation and other agencies for expertise in specific areas of tech
nology. . 

" 	United, Slales IhuleRepmenllltivt. The United 51ale Trade Representative staff can be 
reduced because the National Economic Council will handle interagency coordination 
of some issues. 

Executive Order No.5: Expand Availability of State and Local Waivers 

Over the last fifteen years, the federal governmenl has placed an increasing 
number 01 restrictions on the use of federal grant money. These restrictions raise the 
overhead cost of ,the federal governmenl by requiring more grant officers, tie up stale 
and local governments thai are hard pressed to meet the increasingly complex applica
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tions process, and stifle innovation at !he state and loeallevel. 

State and loeal officials have incessantly complained that federal requirements 
prevent them from tailoring programs to meet their commuruties' needs in a manner 
that is more efficient, less costly, and still consistent with the goals of the federal gov
ernment. Although many programs allow for federal waivers to encourage innovation 
at the state level, the process for obtaining a waiver is often difficult and time-<:onsum
ing, frequently lasting up to a year. 

Increasing the availability of waivers is • top priority for reinventing govern
ment. We recommend that you propose Significant legislative waiver reform under 
reorgar.Uzation authority, In the meantime, we believe you should issue an Executive 
Order'expediting the waiver process to encourage innovation at the state and local. 
level. The order would place the presumption on approval of waiver applications, set a 
3O-day deadline for approval, and put the Deputy Director of OMB for Management in 
charge of the process. 

The order will: 

1. Direct ageney and department heads, notwithstanding current law, to place the 
presumption on approving state and local government waiver applications which meet 
current statutory waiver requirements. If an application is deemed unacceptable lor 
approval because of a failure to meet non-statutory requirements, the department or 
ageney head must inform the Deputy Director of OMB for Management in writing 
seven days prior to denial of the application. 

2. Direct agency and department heads, notwithstanding current law, to make 
determinations on applications for waivers within 30 days of receipt of applications. 

3. ])irect ageney and department heads to direct a top sub-cabinet official of the 
entity 'to supervise the waiver review process and to work with state and local govern
ments to maximize their compliance with criteria for approval of waivers. 

4. Direct the Deputy Director of OMB for Management to issue such rules as are 
necessary to implement this order; to oversee the entire waiver process for the govern
ment to include government compliance with the 3O-d.y rule; and to coordinate the 
consideration of applications for waivers which fall under the jurisdiction of more than 
onedepartmentofageney. . 

Executive Order No, 6: The "Lorena Hickok Program" 

The worst danger for a President is to fan out of touch. In the early days of the 

••,
, J 

,. 

Roosevelt Administration, FOR sent AP political reporter Lorena Hickok, • close friend ) 
of the family, into !he field to report back on how the New Deal was workin~ out. If . -" 
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you're serious about running a l'lsults-oriented government, you ought to dispatch a 
team to do the same. 

l' . We recommend thet you establish a small team of investigators to look into how 

J !! federal programs are working at the grassroots level, and report back to you about 
i: whether your ideas are being carried out as you intended. They would not be allowed 
"/I to write articles about their experiences - unless you asked them to. 

Executive Order No.7: Eliminating Perks 

The Bush Administration received hom'ble press when senior staff abused perks 
- and deservedly so. We believe you should Issue an Executive Order banning two 
perks which cause the most trouble: use of military and first class travel, and "portal to. 
portal" limousine service. These are the two perks which most exemplify. a government 
that Is out of touch with ordinary Americans. . 

CllI11!ntly,. a large number of senior Presidential staff members enjoy "portal to 
portal" service - a car picks them up at home in the morning, and drops them off at . 
the end of the day. An Executive Order or memorandum could ban portal to portal 
transportation for ali EOP officers except the National Secu:rity Adviser, who legitimate
ly needs to be in communication with the White House during dally travel. Only cabi· 
net level officials in the executive branch would contiriue to enjoy portal-to-portal ser
vice; ali others, including department and agency deputies, would drive or ride to work 
like any other human being. . 

Senior Presidential staff have also been caught using extremely expensive mili
tary aircraft for non-governmental activities, and travelling first class at taxpayer 
expense when other arrangements are available. A second Executive Order could ter
minate these practices by requlring that government aircraft be used only when com
merclal flights are not avallable or when travel by other..arrangements ~ould be detri
mental to a Presidential mission. The Executive Order would also denyi:eimbursement 
for first class travel when other flight service is available. 

MANAGING FOR RESULTS 
.. ,., , 

Government is virtualiy the only sector of American society that has yet to con
front the need to adapt itself to the Information Age. With its preoccupation with rules 
and regulations and its hierarchical chains of command, it simply cannot keep up with 
the rapidly changing, highly competitive, infonnation-rich society and economy within 
which we live. The U.S. is 5 to 10 years behind other progressive nations such as 
Australia, Britain, .Canada, and Sweden in creating results-oriented government. 

We believe you should send to Congress under reorganization authority a 
"Reinventing Government Ad: of 1993" to create results-based budgeting and provide 
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managers with greater flexibility to achieve saVings and enhanced performance. The 
legislation would make program managers and government workers more accountable 
for results by defining program perfonnance goals while giving managers greater flexi
bility to achieve those goals in the most efficient way possible. 

Changes of this magnitude should not be rushed without some careful study, 
We suggest this program be phased in over time, by creating a series of two-year pilot 
projects beginning in FY 1994 at 15 federal agencies, to be followed by implementation 
throughout the federal goverrunent in FY 1996 after evaluation of the results of the test 
program. 

The Reinventing Goverrunent Act would have two goals: 

ResuUs-Based Budgeting 

One of the greatest problems of the federal government is its failure to set objec
tive goals for its agencies and programs in order to measure the extent to which govern
ment spending is achieving the results intended by the President, Congress, and the 
American people. This failure impedes program evaluation, protects spending of limit
ed social or economic value, and makes it impOSSible to hold program managers 
responsible for results. 

The Reiriventing Government Act will nlquire; for the first time, the setting of 
objective standards and goals for our agencies and programs. The act will: 

1. Require each department and agency to outline itS goals for the coming year in 
its annual budget nlquest" including a mission statement, a set of goals and objectives, 
and a strategy to achieve them. 

. 
2. Require each department and agency to include concise, quantifiable, objective 
standards for the performance of each of its programs in the annual budget. The stan
dards must be based on quantifiable, verifiable p<irformance indicators. Beginning in 
FY 1995, each agency will benlquired at,the end of the year to submit a program perfor. 
manee report consisting of a comparison of program goals to performance results, an 
evaluation of success or failure, and steps to be taken to improve performance. 

, 
3. Require Congressional approval of these goals and standards through the autho
rization and appropriation process. 

4. Require Congress to establish goals and standards for every new program or 
government entity it authorizes. 

Management Flexibility 

14 

fr~ 

, } 


, 




Uwe an! going to hold managers accountable for performance, we need to Iiber· 
ate them from outmoded administrative rules which keep them from getting the job 

. done. 

Currently, federal managers have their hands tied. They have almost no ability 
to hire or fire employees of their own choosing. They have almost no ability to shift 
resources around within their programs to achieve efficient performance and savings. 
They are discouraged from taking management risks that will inerea.S<! performance 
and effidency, even when doing so is clearly in the nation's best interest. Worst of all, 
when they innovate and achieve savings, managers are "rewarded" with lower appro
priations, an immense disincentive to generate savings and productivity gains. 

In return for greater accountability, we will give government managers the same 
tools their private sector counterparts use to get the job done. Managers at the 15 test.. 
agencies will be authorized to develop and seek waivers from'OMB freeing them from 
following current administrative procedures in the following areas: procurement, 
administrative services, human resources (personnel), budget limlts, and information 
resources. 

The waivers will eIJmin.te disincentives which prevent managers from running 
programs efficiently, and inCrease manageri.1 control over staff and operating budgets. 
For example, agencies might receive waivers to carry funds over to the next fiscal year 
without having to return them to the Treasury; shift funds between appropriation 
accounts; borrow funds from future appropriations; hire, fire, and set pay levels and 
rewards for staff; and buy equipment and negatia'te rents outside of GSA if it wouid be 
less expensive to do so. After three years, waivers would become permanent . 

.. EXPEDITED RESCISSION AUTHORITY 

. As you know,. the leadership in Congress opposes the lIne item veto. Speaker 
Foley and Senator Byrd feel strongly about this .issue, .which goes to the heart of 
Congressional power. 

In an attempt to defuse • potentla11y explosive Issue, you could ask Congress for 
..... expedited ·resclssion authority instead of a.line Item veto. The Speaker reci?ntly 

endorsed thlsldea because it would expand Presidential power over spending without 
unduly sacrificing Congressional prerogatives. A bili along these lInes, sponsored by 
Charlie Stenholm, was actually passed by the House late last Session but was never 
considered by the Senate. 

Currently, under the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974. the 
President may send to Congress It proposal to cancel or reduce funds contained in 
appropriations bills he has already signed. These rescissions do not take effect unless 
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they are approved by both Houses within 45 days, If Congress doe. not approve them -.. 
within 45 days, the money must be spent as appropriated, Congress can easily defeat a : } 
President's rescission requests by simply ignoring them. 

This proposal would alter this proa!Ss by requiring Congress to vote on pro
posed resdssions within two weeks of submission by the President, eliminating 
Congress's current power to completely ignore and thus kill Presidential rescissions. 

In many ways, expedited rescission authority is more valuable than a line item 
veto because it gives the President greater flexibility: unlike the line item velO, rescis
sion authority allows the President to eliminate projects and appropriations in confer
ence reports as well as bills, and to strike out a percentage of an item's funding rather 
than either all or none of it. . 

..... 
It is very hard 10 estimate how much you could .ave if you had ""J"!dited rescis

sion authority - the amount depends entirely on how effective you are in getting your 
rescissions approved. However,various ""J"!r!s believe we might be able to eliminate 
$6 to 512 billion per year, based on GAO estimates. 

The only decision you need to make if you wish to go forward with this proposal 
is whether you want 10 introduce the bill in the same form passed by the House last 
session or with changes that would improve the legislation. There are three prOvisions 
which might be altered to the President's advantage without unduly upsetting 
Congress. 

Scope of Resdssion Authority. In the bill passed in October, a President could 
only rescind 25% of authorized appropriations (and 100% of unauthorized appropria
tiON) We should propose that the bill g;ve you the power to rescind the full amount of 
an au~orized appropriation. 

~';Duration of Grant of New Powers. The bill passed In October only authorizes 
expedited rescission procedures for two years. We should propose that.these proce
dures remain in force for your entire first·term. Or you eould·request that ""J"!dited 

'rescission authority be made permanent, to strengthen your initial bargaining position 
and increase the appeal of the idea to Republicans. 

TIme Allowed for Presidential Consideration. The bill passed in October gives 

the President only three days after signing an appropriations bill to use his ""J"!dited 

rescission powers. ' After this time, he can only use his current, less effective rescission 

authority, which lasts until the end of the fiscal year. We should ask for expedited 

rescission powers for the duration of the fiscal year. ThIs wOuld give you more time to 

study an appropriations bill before acting - important because Congress,usualIy sends 

large, complex appropriations bills to the President in • rush at the end of a session. In 
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addition, it will allow you to rescind "pork" which may be hidden in the bill but which 
surfaces during the implementation of the bill in question. 

An outline of this legislation is included in the appendix of this chapter. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND POLITICAL REFORM 

During the campaign and the transition, you talked at length about the need for 
campaign finance and lobbying reform. 

About 80,000 people work directly or indirectly as lobbyists in Washington - a 
population half the size of Little Rock. These lobbyists now provide the bulk of the 
financing for congressional incumbents, who must raise $4000 a week (House) or . 
$12,000 a week (Senate) to retain office. This system results in a government more 
responsive to the needs of organized interests than it is to ordinary voters, and blocks 
change at every tum. . 

Campaign Finance Reform 

The Ointon Administration should negotiate a campaign reform package with 
the Congress. A successful negotiation will minimize the political capital needed to 
pass a bill, and it would make it almost impOSSible for Democrats to vote against it: 

We do not need to enter the negotiations with our own detailed draft legislation 
- through we can threaten to release such a draft if we need to strengthen our position. 
However, we need to come to the table with a sense of our general goals. We believe 
they should include the following: 

Spending limits 

During the campaign, you supported capping the spending in'congressional 
campaigns. Spending limits are extremely popular with.the public. S. 3, ~ bill vetoed 
by Bush last year, included voluntary spending limits for both House and Senate candi
dates. For the House, with its uniform districts, the limits were $600,000 per candi

. dateS.· In·the Senate,c:aps depended on the population of the state. 

We believe the spending limits in S. 3. are acceptable, and there is no reason for 
us to push to change them. However, the limits were predicated on current broadcast 
rates. It may make sense to lower them if we are successful in bringing down the cost 
of television advertising. . 

Opening up the airwa-oes 
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During the campaign, you pledged to "open up the airwaves" and '10wer the 
cost of airtime." There are two ways to do this, both acceptable. :1 

Partial Public Financing 

S. 3 indudes pactialpublic financing for congressional elections to open up 
access to the airwaves. Senate candidates who comply with the spending limit would 
be eligible for up to 20% of the limit in "broadcast vouchers." House candidates would 
be eUgible to receive matching tunas for up to $200,000 (1/S of the spending limit). In 
addition. S. 3 lowers the cost of airtime by requiring stations to give candidates airtime' 
at half the lowest-unit-rate. 

PubUc financing of campaigns has long been the ultimate goal of reformers. To 
. 	the extent it is instituted, it would replace money from private sources, and give candi

dates ,the ability to speak to the voters without incessantly fundrming or obUgating" 
themselves to donors. Presidential general election campaigns, of course, receive (theo
reticaUy) full pubUc finanCing; primary candidates receive matching funds. 

The value of these vouchers can be augmented by requiring broadcasters to give 
, cheap airtime to candidates. Currently, stations are required to give the "lowest unit 

rate" to candidates. However. that rate is often "preemptible time" - obviously not 
suited to campaigns. In addition, the FCC commissioners have regularly spun through 
'the revolving door, leading to • strong bia. away from laws against past and future 
broadcast clients. You could require broadcasters to offer non-preemptible time at the 
lowest unit rate. 

If you wish to follow this route, you should propose giving complying candi
dates "candidate communication vouchers" so that thOse candidates who do not buy 
television time can use the money for radio or mail . 

..... 
. Free T.V. 

, Although it is uncharted territory, one simple way to openup the airwaves with
out the cost or political fallout of public financing is by requiring broadcasters to offer 
free time as pal'! of their llcensing process. This would, of course, make the broadcast
ers scream, but in prindple it is no different from requiring them to offer time for public 
service announcements, weather warnings, etc. On balance, we recommend this 
approach over public financing. 

PAC limits 

During the campaign, you promised to cut the maximum size of PAC gilts to ) 
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. 
individual PAC gift,but Imposes an aUreg'le cap on all candidates. Inthe~~~f;: 
$1000,thislmie as the maximum!of individUals.S. 3 doeS not' 

amounlwas 300/~ of the spending limit in the House, $200,000 (1/3 of the , ( limit). . . 

Our openmg position in negotiations should be our campaign pledge - to 
reduce PAC gifts to $1000. Political Action Conunillees (PACs) are the most visible 
manifestation of the campaign finance sys\em. Your proposal to reduce PAC contribu
tions by 80% should cOntinue to be .a cenlerpiece of the reform effort. It should be 
.noted that such PA!; reductions pose problems for House Democrats (who get nearly 
half their funds from PACs) and labor (which garners political heft from PAC gifts). 

Independent expenditures and millionaire opponents 

S. 3 includes a CQmplex .set of disincentives for independent expenditures and 
millionaire opponents •.When an independent expenditure Is made, or a nonoomplying 
candidate exceeds the spending limit, the complying candidate receives 'additional 
funds. 

Instead of providing more public money to candidates facing an opponent who 
goes beyond the spending limits; we recommend merely waiving the spending IImIdor 
candidates who face these CQmpeting expenditures, so tl:tey Can raise and spend as 
much as they wish. 

l Soft money ("non-fedual money" in federal·campaigns) 

Soft inoney Is the toughest campaign finance Issue of all. During the campaign. 
you signed a Common Cause pledge that said you supported the soft money language 
in the Senatevl!flIion of S. 3, which was stricter than what passed. Putting Peaplt First 
endorsed this view: "End the unlimited 'soft money' contributions that are funneled 
through national, state, and local parties to presidential candidates." 

With some justification. reformers believe soft money has negated campaign 
finance reform - especlally at the presidential level. In 1992, both presidential candi
dates openly fundraised fur soft money which Was (by definition) in excess of the feder· 
al contribution limits. The $100.000 contributions coliected on both sides in 1992 put 

.... ,the fat cats back into presidential campaigns - exactiy what the 1972 law was intended 
top~ . 

To confront this problem, S. 3 includes CQmplex and strict soft money language. 
It limits spending by local, state and federal party conuni!!ees for electioneering during 
federal election periods (from late spring of election years). For example: 

• A state parly's spendlng to elect the presidential ticket would be limited; 

l 
the amount would vary by state and would be indexed for inflation. 
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'. 

• Any mor.ey raised or spent for GOTV, voter registration or other specified ":) 
activities would be brought under federal spending and contribution limits, ' . 

• State leVel campaign activities, conducted by federal, state or local parties, 
would be subject to spending limits, 

• National party committees, federal officeholders and federal candidates 
would be barred from soliciting contributions on behalf of state parties, 

• Political parties would be required to itemize and disdose to the FEC all 
receipts and disbursements above $200, 

'The state parties are adamantly opposed to !he soft money provisiOns in S, 3, . 
arguing that the expenditure restrictions in that bill would severely limit their ability to 
conduct the ldnd of coordinated campaigns that were so successful in 1992. State par
ties believe that !he provisiOns in S. 3 would federalize !heir operations and eventually, 
put !hem out of business. For example, S. 3 would require political parties to conduct 
even voter registration with hard money in an election year. However, non-profit . 
groups would continue to be able to register voters - and undisdosed, unregulated 
sums would undoubtedly flow to them. 

Nonetheless, Common Cause and editorial writers have drawn a clear line on ) 
soft money, and we will take considerable flak if we are perceived as "pulling back" 
unduly from S. 3. 

_. , . We are not prepared to make a recommendation about soft money. nus issue 
will require serious internal discussion, because the position we stake out will have a 
tremendous impact on Clinton-Gore '96 and on our party building efforts over !he next 
four years. A top level meeting with party leaders, trusted state chairs like Jim Brady, 
and your selection to head the DNC is in order. nus should be done as soon as possible 
so we can develop a clear negotiating position. 

Options for dealing with soft money include; 

• Retaining !he restrictions in S. 3. 

• ,Exempt from !he soft money restrictions a list of activities such as ongoing 
administration. maintenance of voter files, staging of conventions, voter registra
tion and generic party activity. (Currently, S. 3 exempts some such activities, 
such as building funds.) If these exemptions are sufficiently broad, state parties 
may be able to live with soft money limits. 

• Prohibiting the raising of soft money by federal candidates (but allowing :) 
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it by parties). 

• Prohibiting the use of soft money In campaigns along the lines In S. 3, but 
replace the money with hard money raised by an income tax checkoff plan 
specifically geared to political parties. Taxpayers would be encouraged to g;ve 
an additional $1-$10 to the party of their choice, and the parties would be able to 
use that money to fund thel:r coordinated campaigns. (1his is similar to the sys· 
tem In England, Germany and other nations. David Wilhelm is especially inter
ested In this option.) 

Lobbying Reform 

Lobbyists are becoming an increasingly visible Iarget of press and public ire. 
with good reaSon. If we're going to reform government· and clean house in .. 
Washington, lobbyists may be the best place to start. 

lobbying reform should not be linked to tha campaign reform effort. Instead, 
we recommend modifying Senator LevIn's bill, which has strong bipartisan support 
and was the model for the proposals In Putting Peopl. First, and sending It up as a . 
ClInton bill early In the session. The bill would end the tax deductibility of lobbying 
expenses, create more full disclosure, and codify the five year ban On revolving door 
lobbying. 

End tax deductibility oflobbying expenses - the Special Interest Tax 

K Street is already gearing,up to fight it, but this "Special Interest 'Thx" should be 
the centerpiece of our lobbying reform bill. EIlmInating the deductl'bility of lobbying 
expenses will raise approximately $100 million. 

..lbugh lobbying disclosure 
, . 

In the campaign, you stated: "We will push for and sign legtslation to toughen 
and streamline lobbying disclosure. The new Jaw will requlre all special Interest groups 
to regtster with the Office of Government Ethics within thirty daY. after 'contacting • 
federal official, lawmaker, Or lawmaker'. aide. lobbyiSts will be requlred to report 
twice a year on theI:r contacts and expenses. We will Instruct the Justice Department to 
strictly enforce disclosure laws and collect fines." 

The levin bill would satisfy this pledge: 

• It would require regtstration of all professional lobbyists, and provide a 
more effective deflnitkm oflobbying. (Currently, only a narrow range of lobby
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ists actually have to register,) 

• It would strearnJlne lobbying disclosure requirements by ~nsolidating fil
ing in a single rorm and location, and replacing quarterly with semi-annual reg
istration. 

• It would require identification of "coalition members" who are, in effect, 
clients, 

• It would create a new entity within the Justice Department to administer 
the statule. 

,,' ' It would substitute fines for current criminal penalties, 

The lawyer's loophole' ' 

During the campaign; we promised to eliminate the "lawyer's loophole," which 
allows lawyers to disguise lobbying as legal work, and thus avoid disclosure. This is 
not a problem substantively or politicaliy. though some lawyers may get upset. 

Foreign agent loopholes 

As we discovered in prepacing the revolving door rules for the transition, the 
definition of "foreign corporation" in the Foreign Agent Registration Act is inadequate, 
We need to modernize the definition to insure full disclosure. 

Rerlo/ving door legislation 

Our legislation should place into statute your pledge to dose the revolving door 
between government service and lobbying, Our proposal should codify: the five year 
ban on lobbying by senior government officials; the lifetime ban on foreign agent regis
tration; and the five year ban, for trade negotiators, on lobbying for foreign govern
ments or corporations. 

The major question is whether we want to apply the rule to Members of 
Congress and their staffs. This is good pUblic policy, but controversiaJ, and largely a 
political call. 

MOTOR VOTER ELEcrION REFORM 

The National Voler Registration Act, known as the "motor voter" bill, is • strong, 
pro-democracy bill, It would make it easier for millions of Americans to register and 
vote. During the campaign you attacked Bush for vetoing the motor voler bill. ~J 



We believe you should actively push for the motor voter bill by sending it 10 
Congress in a legislative message at the opening of your term. The version vetoed by 
Bush was fine - no need for Changes. However, one possibility would be 10 create. 
$50 million motor voter grant 10 help states update their voting apparatus and comput
er systems 10 comply with the law. 

The bill has five main provisions: 

1. Driver's License Registration: States must permit on-site registration by driver's 
license applicants. About 85% of eligible voters have driver's licenses and another 5% 
receive 1.0. cards there. 

2. Registering Whilt Pkking Up Slate and Federal Assistance: States must permit on-
site registration at all state offices providing public assistance, unemployment compen
sation and services for persons with disabUities_ Voters can also register .t federal 
agencies. 

3. Regis/ration I:Ty Mail: The FEC will provide a mail·1n registration application. 

4. Voter Ron Purges: Automatic purging - for not voting over a certain period of 
time - is proin'bited. States can only purge names with proof the voter moved or if a 
voter does not respond to a registrar's reminder card. . 

5. Exemptfun: States that currently have election-day registration are exempted. 
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Appendix 1: Outline of Expedited Rescission Legislation 
-:! 

This proposal would establish. detailed schedule and mandatory procedures 
which would force Congress to vote on rescissions you propose. Note that we already 
have legislative language to implement this proposal- we are ready to go. 

The bill would establish the follOwing procedure: 

1. Within X days after the President signs an appropriations bill, he CQuid 
send to Congress legislative language canceling up to [Xl of unauthorized appro
priations and up to [Y] of authorized appropriations. 
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2. Within two days after the message is received, it would be introduced by 

the leadership of the body in which the relevant appropriations bill originated. ') 

If no action is taken after three days, any member may introduce the rescission 

bill. 


3. The rescission bill is automatically referred to the appropriations commit

tee of the relevant body, and must be reported back to the full body within seven 

days, without amendment, with or without recommendation. 


4. A vote would then be required by the relevant body no later than ten days 

after the original date of introduction. No amendments are allowed by the full 

House or Senate. 


5. If the bill is passed by simple majority, it is sent to the other body for con-· 
: sideration under an identical procedure. If the bill is defeated in either the 
House or Senate, the funds must be spent as originally appropriated. 

6. No funds could be appropriated under the original appropriations bill 

until Congress has voted on the PreSident's proposed rescissions. These expedit

ed rescission procedures would only apply to appropriations bills, not revenue 

raising bills or authorizing legislation. The bill passed by the House would give 

these new powers to the President for a two year period. 


Appendix 2: Committees You Can Eliminate 
Through Executive Order 

A sample: 

Advisory Panel for AnImal Learning and Behavoir 
Weather and Climate Coordinating Committee 
Varma Mite Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee 
Academic Advisory Council to the Public Printer 
Library of Congress Advisory Committee on the American Revolutions Bicentennial 
Program . 

~J 
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Interagency Cultural Heritage Pteservation ~parednessCommittee 
Joint Sponsoring Committee for the Papers of Joseph Henry 
General Conference Committee of the National Poultry Improvement Plan 
Art Advisory Panel of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
Thrift Institutions AdVisory Coundl 
Flue Cured Tobacco Advisory Committee . 
United States Organization for the International Radio Consultive COmmittee 
Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection 
Agricultural Technical Advisory COmmittees for Trade in: 
COtton, Dairy Products, Grain and Feed, Livestock and Livestock Products, Oilseed. 
and Products, Poultry and Eggs, Processed Foods, Sweeteners, and Tobacco 
Dietary Guidelines Advisory Commission, LA 
Florida National Scenic 'frail Advisory Council 
National Advisory Committee for Tobacco Inspection Services 
National Advisory Committee on Cotton Marketing 
National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods 
Importers and Retailers' Textile Advisory Committee 
Management-Labor Textile Advisory Committee 
National Sea Grant Review Panel 
Air Force Reserve Officers Training Corps Advisory Committee 
Defense Communication Agency Scientific Advisory Group 
Defense Language Institote Board of VlSitors 
Defense Policy Advisory COmmittee on Trade 
Special Operattons Pollcy Advisory Group 
Strategic Defense Initiative Advisory Committee 
American Statistical Association Committee on Energy Statistics 
Basic Energy Sciences Advisory COmmittee 
Health and Environment Research Advisory COmmittee 
National Coal Coundl 
National Petroleum Council 
Advisory COmmittee to the Dinactor, NIH 
Advisory Panel on the Development of Uniform Needs Assessment Instruments 
Cancer Cllnicallnvestigation Review Committee 
Genetic Basis of Disease Review Committee 
Immunization Practices RevIew Committee 
National Advisory COmmittee on Rural Health 
National Advisory COmmittee on Migrant Health 
Pharmacollgical Sciences RevIew Committee 
Prevention Centers Grant RevIew COmmittee 
Program Advisory Committee on the Human Genome 
Psychopharmacologic Drugs Advisory Committee 
Pulmonary Diseases Advisory COmmittee 
Secretary's Coundl on Health Promotion and Disease Prevention 
Technica! Advisory Committee for Diabetes Translation and Community Control 
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Program -,
!Farmington River Study Committee 


G.rrison Diversion Unit Federal Advisory Council 

National Capitol Memori.1 Commission 

Advisory Committee for Cross-DiscIplinary Activities 

Advisory Committee for Industrial Science and Technological Information 

Advisory Committee for International Programs 

Advisory Committee for Materials Research 

Ad,isory Committee for Mathematical Sciences 

Advisory Committee for Microelectronic Information Processing Systems 

Advisory Committee for Ocean Sciences
. 
Advisory Committee for Polar Programs 

Advisory Committee for Science and Technology Centers Development 


:) 
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AN END TO WELFARE As WE KNow IT 

In your cempaign, you set forth two ideas with the potential to transform the 
lives of millions of Americans: that people who work shouldn't be poor, and that no 
one who can work should stay on welfare forever. 

'I'hese ideas represent a sweeping political, economic, and moral imperative for 
your Administration: to reward work and family, demand personal zesponsibility, and 
bulld broad and lasting support for programs that empower people and break the cycle 
of dependence. 

We know the problem: over most of the past three decades, Washington has bur
dened the poor with social policies that penalize work and reward failure, economic. 
policies thet favor the rich and punish the poor, and a welfare system that saps initia
tive and undermines personal responsibility. n.. Los Angeles riots last year proved 
that the greatest risk of all is doing nothing. 

In other chapters, We address empowering the poor by improving the communi- . 
ties in which they live: community development banks, tenant management of public 
housing, community policing to put 100,000 cops on the beat fighting crime. This chap
ter is about what the Clinton Administration can do to maJre work pay, inspire personal 
zespons!bility, and and welfare as we know it. 

Political Background 

During the campaign, you put forward an empowerment agenda that is pro
family and pro-work, including pledges to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(BITe), make affordable health care available to all, crack down on child support 
enioroement, and reform the welfare system to educate and train people, and require 
them to mOVe from welfare to work within two years. . 

Many of these proposals will be well received in the Congress. where there is 
much support for an expanded BITe and tougher child support enforcement. The cen
terpiece of your welfare reform plan - the two-year time limit - will be more contro

. versial. 	 . 

Four years ago, even though both the Reagan Administration and the congres
~) sienal Democrats supported welfare reform and organized opposition was scarce (the 
~ISenate vote was 97-1), the issue tied up Congress for over. year. This time the task will 

• 	 be more difficult. Public employee unions and most advocacy groups oppose work 
requirements, and some on the Hill share that view. 'I'hese opponents will not attad 
the new Administration directly if they can help it, but behind the scenes they will 
work to expand the exemptions, weaken the sanctions, and undermine the work 



requirement. , 

Due to the.se imp.;dlments, the support of th~,m be critical - even more ~) 
important than it was in 1988. Gov. Romer has o~·i.-;;Ip, and Carol Rasco has 
asked the NGA to setup aworking group to help us develop a bill they can support. 
Sen. Moynihan and Rep. Matsui (the new head of the Ways &: Means subcommittee) 
have told us they support this strategy of enlisting state support. 

. Significantly, the Republican members of the Ways and Means Committee are 
drafting a welfare reform bill that implements major parts of the CUnton proposaL 
These Republicans are actually prepared to spend some real money on the program ($3 
billion a year in the out years), so it should be possible to develop a bill with bipartisan 
and nati~nwide support. 

Strategy 

We believe the key to building public support for fundamental reform is time
limited welfare. The key to getting the political support necessary to pass time-limited 
welfare is to expand the ElTC and strengthen child support. And the key to making . 
sure time-limited welfare work is to support and encourage flexibility, creativity, and 
innovation at the state level. 

We believe that you have an opportunity to enact the most sweeping changes in 
poverty policy since the 1930s, a series of reforms that over the next 5-10 years will 
replace welfare with work. We envision a plan that takes effoct in stages: first, by mak
ing work pay, eliminating work disincentives, and strengthening child support enforce
ment; second, by giving people on welfare up to two years of education, training, and 
job search assistance; and finally, by requiring all those who can to work, either in the 
private sector or community service. 

in the meantime, we would be building the pillars across the country to support 
.this system: a national service program with community service placement councils .• t 
the loe'llevol; a health care system that makes affordable care available to all who 
work; 'fUlly-funded early childhood intervention, nutrition, and health programs that 
make sure all children, regardless of income, can come to school ready to learn; housing 
programs thet give families a stake in how and where they live; and a child support 
system that enforces personal responsibility through the tax code, not the courts. 

That, at least, is the vision. Here are the hard realities of how to get there. 
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EXPANDING THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT TO 

MAKE WORK PAY 

The guarantee that no one who works full time should have to raise their chil
dren in poverty involves two variables - the minimum wage and the earned income 
tax credit. On the one hand, the higher the minimum wage, the smaller the EITC needs 
to be in order to bring full-time workers and their families up to the poverty level. But 
the EITC is • much more effective tool to fight poverty than the minimum wage. While 

_a larger EITC may cost more in direct outlays, its cost to the economy - and to poor 
people - is much less. 

With indexing of the minimum wage at 1992 levels, it will take a $4 billion 
increase in the EITC to lift all working families of average size out of poverty. If the __ 
minimum wage is not indexed, it will cost another $500 mlllion. This is a small price to 
pay compared to the effects of an indexed minimum wage. . 

A NRti01Ull Crackdown on Deadbeat Parents 

The Family Support Act of 1988 required s!atas to 1) ask unwed mothers for both 
parents' Social Security numbers; 2) begin mandatory withholding; and 3) establish Uni
form state guidelines for child support payments. The law is working, so far as it goes 
(collections are rising 10% a year). but the system is still a mess: Wages are withheld in 
only one of five cases where they should be. One absent parent in lour is a deadbeat It 
takes one to three years of red tape to track down a deadbeat. and even then he may not 
pay. 

The Bush administration has been slow to carry out the 1988 law. The federal 
enforcement bureaucracy is • nightmare - onestate-compJained to Congress about 
cases it had referred to the IRS for collection in the late 19705 that still had not been 
enforced. 

We propose the following these:steps to follow through -on_your campaign 
pledge to U do almost anything to get tough on-chIId- support enforcement" and restore 
the notion that governments don't raise children, people do. 

IRS Collection o/Unpaid Support 

The current enforcement system performs poorly, and federallztng it would cre
ate a unified system in place of the current fragmented one which involves every 
branch and level of government. But turning the existing child support system over to 
the IRS would be a massive. costly, and unpopular undertaking. Even the staunchest 
advocatas of full federalization beUeve it is years away. They recommend that we fix 
the problems with the current system before considering full federal control. 
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,. . 	 ,. 
As an interim step. we recommend Keeping most enforcement activities at the 

state level, but asking child support agencies tc report unpaid Child support obligations 
to the IRS at !he end of the year, to be collected through !he tax system. We should 
probably limit IRS intervention to interstate cases, where !he states are least successful. 

Tom Downey and most child support advocates would support expanding the 
IRS role, but some think that going halfway would further· fragment an already 
unworkable bureaucracy. (David Ellwood, for instance, prefers experiments in child 
support assurance, as described below.) , The argument for moving toward IRS collec-, 
tion is that it has enormcus long-term potential, and any additional enforcement would 
be better than nothing. 

Other:Child Support Reforms , 

,.In October, Congress passed one of your campaign proposals into law, making it 
a felony to cross state lines to avoid paying child support. But much more needs to be 
done. We recommend the following changes, which should attract bipartisan support: 

• 	 Requiring states to report deadbeat parents to major credit agencies. 

• 	 A national registry which would allow states tc find non-alStodial par
ents who have moved to other jurisdictions. 

• 	 National guidelines so that child support awards do not differ markedly 
from state tc state. . 

. 
• 	 A streamlined paternity process involving pateritity determinstion in hos

pitals, use of a simple affidavit, and use of the administrative pro6!ss for 
contested cases. 

,," , 
Tougher enforcement of medical support, induding elimination of the'. 
existing statute that allows self-insured companies tc avoid providing 
health coverage for the non-custcdial children of their employees. 

• 	 A reqWremi!nt that all states have central registries of an child support 
orders and a central mechanism for collecting and disbursing payments; 
also, employers should be required to report all new hires to the child 
support agency; and 

• 	 Eliminating the current confusing incentives system, with money used for 
this purpose folded into the regular I child support match 
so that the federal government picks up BS percent of administrative 
costs; at the same time, requiring states to spend their federal child sup 
port enforcement funds on child support enforcement, instead of using 
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them to subsidize other programs. , 

Child Support Assurance Demonstration Projects 

Many experts, including Ellwood, believe that time-limited welfare wilt wor~ 
only lf it is linked in some form of chlld support assurance, which would guarantee that 
Single-parent families receive a certain amount of money per child, in return for identi
fying the missing parent and helpfog track him down, 

The advantages of chlld support assurance are dear: It would help the thou
sands of children who go hungry when their fathers don't pay, and it would give wel
fare mothers a greater incentive to cooperate in seeking child support orders, 

But the drawbacks are also dear: A national system of chlld support assurance· 
would be expensive ($2-5 billion a year), and we don't know whether it will work. 
Many argue that fathers will be even less likely to meet their chlld supPort obUgations . 
if they know that government will provide for their chlldren whether they payor not, 
and that chlld support assurance could encourage parents to have chlldren or families 
to break up in order to receive money In any case, government shouldn't promise to' 
make chlld support payments until it proves it can collect them. 

We reoommend a series of demonstrations to see whether chlld support assur
ance works before committing in a national program. AI the same time, we can me.
sure how much our other il'litiatives do to improve chlld support enforcement. 

ENDING WELFARE As WE KNow IT 

The heart of your promise to those on welfare is a radical transformation of 
AFDC from a program that provides income maintenance toone that provides transi
tional support and work. This proposal has three components: (1) everyone who needs 
help can get up to two yeatS of transitional assistance (job search, education, traiI'Iing, 
child care) aimed at getting them off welfare; (2) cash benefits will be limited to two 
yeatS; (3) after two yeam, all those who can work will have to work. 

Below, we outline three possible ways to fulfill the vision laid out in the cam
paign. You should judge them On at least four crileria: . 

1. Feasibility - Can the states make the program work in the time frame demand
ed, under the constraints imposed and within the available funding? This is no small 
challenge; as many as 1.5 million AFDC recipients could be required to work under this 
program, and even CETA at its peak never topped 80Q,000 participants. CWEF, the 
work component of JOBS, currently has only 13,000 participants nationwide, 
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2. Results - Does the reality match the rhetoric? Have we ended welfare as we .", J 
know it? The reforms have to have wide impact to satisfy public expectations of a real 
change and to prevent criticism of the program as ineffective. Many will judge success 
by the toughest standard: the number of people who have moved from welfare to work. 

3. Cost - Can we afford it? Can the stales afford it? And what will we really get 

for our money? 


4, Flexibility -It is up to the states to prove that time-limited welfare can work, 

Surprisingly little research has been done on the overall effects of work requirements on 

AFDC recipients. Any national program musi encourage all manner of experimenta

tion at the state level. 


OPTIONS FOR TIME-LIMITED WELFARE 

Option 1: Universal Workfare 
.. ~ 

The most literal implementation of your promise would be 10 seek an immediate 

two-year limit on all AFDC benefits and to move as rapidly as possible to implement a 

nationwide work program for those who pass the limit. States would be required to 

provide two years of education and training to all who need it, and comply with a rela

tively rapid timetable for phasing in a work program that would apply 10 all AFDe 

recipients after two years, subject most likely to current JOBS exemptions. 


Advantages: The best argument for this approach is that it would be a shock to 

the system. and send a clear. immediate signal that you're serious about ending wel

fare. Some reformers, including Mickey Kaus, believe that Ii two-year limit is itself too 

lenient, and that phasing it in over a long perind of time, will dilute any impact. This 


, optio!',would affect the largest number of people most qulckly, and would give you thU 
best chance to point to large numbers of people moving from welfare to work. The cost 
per person would also be lower, because most states would tum to workfare rather . 
than public jobs programs. ' 

~ ~.... 
Disadvantages: This approach would requIre a massive, rapid phase-in of a pro

gram with which the stales have little successful experience. The faster the implemen
tation and the large~ the number of participants, the higher the cost and the greater the 
odds that the program will be plagued by poor implementation, the appearance of 
make-work, and so on. 

This approach would also have a chilling effect on state experimentation with 
creative welfare reform. The more the program demands of states, the less they will b. 
able to take on other challenges, FInally, because of the large scale programs, It would ._)' 
be very expensive- at least $4 billion "year by 1995 on jells programs alone - and the ,_ 
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· federal government would ~ave t!' pick up most of the ~o/'I. 

Perhaps the most compelling argument against universal workfare is that it 

moves us no closer .10 your real goal, which is to move people from welfare to real 

work, not just make them work for their welfare. 


Option 2: Demonstration Projects 

David Ellwood initially proposed a modest transition to time-limited weUam, 
starting with ambitious experiments in a handful of states and gradually adding more 
states over time as we learn what works. He fears that moving too quickly to a two
year lima limit nationwide will discourage innovation, overwhelm the capacity of the 
system, and ultimately lead to workfare, which.he opposes. He has outlined a more 
cautious strategy: . 

1. Choose a doun states that are eager to reform their weUare systems, and require 
them to design policies that will reduce the fraction of recipients who receive welfare 
for more than 2 years by 25% without cutting benefits. Give the states considerable lati- . 
tude to experiment and.redirect existing funds, so long as their plan clearly encourages 
work and independence. 

2. Require participating states to design a system that can track recipients' partici
pation in employment and training. A comprehensive evaluation plan will have to 
accompany the state proposal. 

3. Require participating states to adopt some form of time-limited cash assistance 
for those who can work: Some states could adopt CWEP, while others could try time
limited welfare followed by a public/private jobs program. 

4: Require all 50. states to dramatically Improve their child support enforcement 
system. Some would be encouraged to adopt child support assurance;'all would have 
to mOve rapidly to adopt a series of major reforms. . 

5. . Entice states to participate by offering a high federal mateh .;..,. .90% or more.. 
Eventually, all states would be requited to participate. In the meantime, we oould enact 
other changes that will help reduce tha weliare tolls and make work pay: an expanded 
EITC, toughar child support enforcement, and national health care. 

Advantages: This approach has some appeal. It will encourage state experimen
tation, produce useful results, and perhaps build both a political and academic consen
sus for further action. It avoids the risk of '?'lating a CETA-style workfare program that 
could tum welfare reform into a national embarrassment- and it could be achieved for 
a lot less money ($SOO million to $1 billion) and very little political capital. Ellwood 
believes that the best time-limited weliare system is one where no one reaches the limit, 
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and It would be a nrlstake to focus aU our attention on making people work instead of 
moving them off welfare, . '_..~ /) 

Disadvantages: There are obvious drawbacks to any effort toe_w_~ the \ 
problem. First, asklrig a few states to conduct experiments in welfare ~out , , 
enacting a two-year time limit will not end welfare as we know it. Many observers willi 
consider this issue the key test of whether you are willing to take on the status quo, and .'" ' 
pilot projects will be viewed as at ,best a broken pronrlse and at worst a concession to 
narrow interests, More important without a two-year time limit and a work require
inent, the Clinton Adminlstration will put off progress in the majority of states and 
won't move many people from welfare to work, 

Option 3: Phased-In lime Limits 

This is the #modified demonstration" option. Some aspects of the program 

would be universal: all APDC recipients would be guaranteed up to two years of edu

cation and training, and all new APDC cases would have to go to work after two years. 

But sweeping welfare refonn experiments would be funded in a handful of states most 

interested in refonn while phasing in national implementation of time limits ,for all 

recipients over the next decade. 


Here are the key elements: 

1. AD APDC recipients would be guaranteed education and training services dur· 

ing the first two years of welfare receipt. 


, 2. As of the effective date of the legislation, all individuals coming' onto the AFDC 
roDs would be subject to. two-year time limit, after which they would have to work (in 
other words, the time limit would apply to all new cases), 

" ' 

3,"'A handful ot'states would be funded to run five-year demonstration projects to 

test and evaluate ways of implementing the work requirement and creative welfare 

alternatives that are broader in nature. As in Ellwood's plan, states would be allowed 

to redirect existing funds for APDC, food stamps, and other aldso long as the plan 

encourages independence without reducing the incomes of most recipientS, Rigorous 

evaluations would be requlred, and the results of these would be made available to all 

other states for use in designing their programs, 


4. Five years after the legislation becomes effective, all other stales ~Il submit 

plans to the Secretary of HHS for phasing in the work requirement {or those long·tenn 

recipients already on the roDs on the bill's effective date. This phase-in must, in all 

cases, be'completed by year 10, 


Advantages: This option gives states more tl.trui to gear up'for the work require
S 



ment. Rather than forcing states to find work for 1.5 million people in a short time 
frame, applying the requirement only to new applicants would affect a much smaller 
group, according to unofficial CIlO estimates: 

Year 3 179,214 

Year 4 422,979 

Year 5 609,543 


This option establishes the prindples of time limits and work requirements. It 
fulfills your campaign commitment, since in time all AFDC recipients will be subject to 
the work requirement. 

Disadvantages: This approach will cost more than Ellwood's option - $4 billion 
• year by 1997. As with Option 1, states will still be hard pressed to find meaningful' 
work for large numbers of AFDC redpients. 

Summary 

We favor Option:3 as the best way to encourage experimentation while requiring 
broad participation. We believe this proposal can attract a wide range of support from 
academIcs like Ellwood, policymakers.1ike Senator Moynihan, and reform-minded gov
ernors across the country. The details of such a compromise option may be tough to 
figure out, but we would like to explore these options and others in more depth with 
the NGA and state welfare directors. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Whichever option is chosen as the overall framework for welfare reform, a num
ber of thorny design issues will confront US in drafting a bill and affect how labor, the 
states, and h'beral advocacy groups ultimately view the program. SOme of these issues 
are mentioned below. .. 

.Should education and training during the first two years be mandatory? 

. Some will argue that the goal 01 welfare reform should be to increase human 
capital investment. They advocate making JOBS participation mandatory during the 
first two years. This would be expensive and increase the burden on sta les. 
Furthermore, as many as 30 percent of new AFDC redpients leave the rolls within the 
first six months, so a mandatory program would spend resources on individuals who 
are in the process of leaving welfare anyway. We recommend leaVing it up to the states 

. to decide whether participation should be mandatory lor particular groups, although 
we should consider mandatory paitidpation for teen mothers. We also urge job search 
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programs, on the grounds that job placement is better than training. 

What form should the work program take? 

There are numerous models for work programs, and no definitive research as to 

which is best. We recommend maximum state flexibility in designing the work pm

gram. Options would include: 
 .. 

. Community Work Experience (CWEP), or workfare, which involves working in a 

community. job for a number of hours determined by dividing the welfare grant by the 

minimum wage. CWEf is relatively cheap and easy to target, but is unpcpular with 

public employees and advocacy groups. 


'Public Service Employment (PSE), in which those who work are paid an hourly .. 
w'ge,-and those who do not work get nothing. Some allowance would undoubtedly 
haveto be built in to continue providing for the children, but AFOC itself would end. 
PSE feels more like a real job, and is more popular with labor. It's also more expensive, 
as labor will likely push for at least 125% of the minimum wage. 

Subsidized private sector employment would clearly be the preferred model. 

For years, AFOC law has permitted diversion of welfare grants to employers who hire 

recipients. While states have never taken to this approach (employers complain about 

the administrative burden), groups like America Works have been very successful in 

moving people off welfare into private sector jobs. 


We recommend letting states decide for themselves which kind of work program 

to use for those who remain on the rolls after two years - Community Work 

Experience (CWEP); Public Service Employment; subsidized private sector employ

ment; or a combination. That will assure a range of evidence for researchers to study. 


.. 
Where.will we find 1.5 million new jobs? 

As with the national service program, community service jobs for AFDi:: gradu
ates should not displace existing public employees. A Ford Foundation study in 1986 
identified some 3.5 million potential labor-intensive jobs that caula meet unmet public 
needs. But it still won't be easy to find jobs for welfare recipients. We will work with 
AFSCME and service. organizations to identify the types of work that should qualify, . 
and develop guidelines for deallngwith the difficult issues of displacement that will 
come up consistently throughout the cOuntry. 

To reduce bureaucracy, the same local councils described in the national service 
chapter could be asked to find community service work for welfare recipients. One' 
day, it may be pcssible for those who are earning their national service vouchers and 

. those who have moved off welfare into public sector jobs to work side by side. 
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How much work will be required? 

CUI'Tently, in low-benefit states, the CWEP work obligation is so short as to make 
the program of little value (in some states it's under 10 hours a week). As a result, 
about half the states have eliminated tha program altogether. We recommend adding 
the value of food stamps to the AFOC grant in computing hours of work, or setting a 
floor on the number of hours recipients have to work. While this will be highly contro
versial, it will also result in a more meaningful work obligation in all states (for mothers 
with children under six, the work obligation would still be 20 hoursI week, as under 
CUI'Ten!iaw). 

What is the sanction for not working? 

The sanction for not working after two years needs to be more meaningful than 
under tha present CWEP structure. in Ohio, for instance, the average recipient assigned 
to CWEP is supposed to work 80 hours per month. Ushe doesn't, she loses $60. Since a 
third of this is made up by an increase in food stamp benefits, the net loss is around 
$40. In effect, for every hour she misses, she loses 50 cents. We recommend that the 
states be required to design more meaningful sanctions, perhaps in the range of 3!J..SO 
percent of AFOC benefits. This should probably be designed as an automatic reduction 
in benefits r.ther than a sanction to make tha program less unwieldy to administer. 

Who should be exempt from work requirements? 

The Family Support Act currently exempts mothers with clilldren under 3, preg
nant women in the las! two trimesters of pregnancy, and .everal other smaDer cate
gories from JOBS participation. We recommend exempting these same groups from the 
new work requlrement with two exceptions: mothers who have an additional child 
while on welfare would only be exempt until the child is one, and ,teen parents should 
be exempred as long as !hay remain in school and are under 18 (it makes little sense to 
force a 17-year-old welfare mother to drop out of high sd>ool because she has been on 
AFOC for two years so that she can go to·work). 'FinalJy..the two year grace period 
ought to be a one-time matter - recipients would not get another two years every time 
thay return to the AFOC rolls . 

. How should federal funding be structured? 

Welfare reform of the magnitude being discussed will cost around $4 billion 
when fully phased in - plus another $4 billion to expand tha EITe. We can hardly 
expect states to provide much of that wcllare money when they have only been able to 
spend two-thirds of the funds available to them in the existing JOBS program. One 
option, of course, is to provide 100% federal money, but this reduces the states' incen
tive to manage the money carefully (or so it is said). A workable funding structure 
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should be the subject of a working group with representatives of the states (NGA &: 
APWA) prior to submission of legislation. 

Should states be allowed to impose their own time limits on 
community service? 

Some Republicans may propose taking your idea one step further, by calling for 
a time limit on public works programs as well. They will argue that our community 
service proposal will prove to be a disincentive to working in the private sector, and 
thet instead of moving people off the welfare rolls, we will simply be paying them to 
stay there. We can rebut this argument by making sure that mandatory job searches 
are a component of any works program. 

", ." , '. 

Other Empowerment Initiatives 

We should raise the AFDC asset limit from $1,000 to 510,000 for assets·retained 
for improving the education, training, or employability of family members, or for the 
purchase of a home or change of residence. In particular, the value of an automobile, 
that AFDC recipients are permitted to own needs to be raised from its present $1000. 

You may also want to consider some kind of experiment in Individual 
Development Accounts to help the poor save - either Tony Hall's demonstration bill 
($100 milllon in federal matching funds for "the poor man's IRA"), or a more conserva
tive pilot project that allows welfare recipients who lose benefits when they go to work 
to keep some portion of those benefits in an escrow account that could be used for an 
education or first horne. 

Finally, we can begin to reduce the marriage penalty, by allowing mothers to 
keep • portion of their welfare benefits when they get married (but only for the two-
year time limit). . 

A Note on Budget Estimates 

We assume that these policies will result in roughly an B percent reduction in 
AFOC payments by the fourth year. This is in the range of reductions that have been 
experienced in other welfare reform demonstrations, particularly those administered by 
MORe. Some will argue that there is no evidence that work requirements, as such, 
reduce welfare caselo.d •. On the other hand, the Clinton program includes a range of 

·policies that goes well beyond simply mandating work Indeed, this is • more ambi
tious set of policy changes than has been attempted previously. . 
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AN END TO WELFARE As WE KNOW IT 

In your campaign, you set forth two ideas with the potential to transform the 
lives of millions of America.ns: that people who work shouldn't be poor, and that no 
one who can work should stay on welfare forever. 

These ideas represent a sweeping politica!, economic, and moral imperative for 
your Administration: to reward work and famlIy, demand personal responsibility, and 
build broad and lasting support for programs that empower people and break the cycle 
of dependence. 

We know the problem: over most of the past three decades, Wuhington has bur
dened the poor with social policies that penalize.work'and'reward failure, economic. 
policies that favor the rich and pWlish the poor, and a welfare system that saps initia
tive and undermines personal responsibility. The Los Angeles riots last year proved 
that the greatest risk of all is doing nothing. 

In other chapters, we address empowering the poor by improving the communi
ties in which they live: community development banks, tenant management of public 
housing, community policing to put 100,000 cops on the beat fighting crime. This chap
ter is about what the Clinton Administration can do to make work pay, inspire personal 
responsibility, and end welfare as we know it. 

Political Background 

During the campaign, you put forward an empowerment agenda that is pro
family and pro-work, including pledges to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC), make affordable health care available to all, crack down on child support 
enforcement, and reform the welfare system to educate and train people, and require 
them to move from welfare to work within two years.. ' ' 

Many of these proposals will be well received in the Congress, where there is 
much support for an expanded I3ITC and tougher child'support enforcement. The cen
!eIpiece of your welfare reform plan - the two-year time limit - will be more contro
versiaL 

Four years ago, even though both the Reagan Administration and the congres
sional Democrats supported welfare reform and organized opposition was scarce (the 
Senate vote was 97-1), the issue tied up Congress for over a year. This time the task will 
be more difficult. PubUc employee unions and most advocacy groups oppose wark 
requirements, and some on the Hill share that view. These opponents will not attack 
the new Administration directly if they can help it, but behind the scenes they will 
work to expand the exemptions, weaken the sanctions, and undermine the work 
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reqUirement. 

Due to these impediments, the support of the states will be critical - even more ~) 
important than it was in 1988. Gov. Romer has offered his help, and Carol Rasco has 
asked the NGA to set up • working group to help us develop a bill they can support. 
Sen. Mo;:nihan and Rep. Matsui (the new head of the Ways &: Means subcommittee) 
hove told us they support this strategy of enlisting state support. . . 

Significantly, the Republican members of the Ways and Means Committee are 
drafting a welfare reform bill that implements major parts of the Clinton proposaL 
These Republicans are actually pmpared to spend some real money on the program ($3 
billion a year in the out years), so it shouid be possible to develop a bill with bipartisan 
and nationwide support. 

.:.? 

Strategy 
~~. 

We believe the key to building public support for fundamental refonn is time
limited weliare. The key to getting the political support n~essary to pass time-limited 
welfam is to expand the EITC and strengthen child support. And the key to making' 
SUn! time-limited welfare work is to support and encourage fleXlbility, cmativity, and 
innovation at the state leveL 

We believe that you have an opportunity to enact the most sweeping changes in .,
poverty policy since the 19305: a series of mforms that over the next 5-10 years will 
replace welfam with work. We envision a plan thet takes effect in stages: first, by mak
ing work P'Y, eliminating work disincentives, and strengthening child support enforce
ment; second, by giving people on welfare up to two years of education, training, and 
job search assistance; ,and finally, by requiring all those who can to work, eith"" in the 
private sector or community service. 

. 
'In the meantime, we would be building the pillars across the country to support 

this 
, 

system: a national service program with community service placement councils .t,.
the 10<:.1 level; a health cam system thet makes affordable care available to aU \"ho 
work; fully-funded early childhood intervention, nutrition, and health programs that 
make SUn! all children, regardless of income, can come to school ready to learn; housing 
programs thet give families a stake in how and where they live; and a child .support 
system thet enforces personal responSIbility through the tax code, not the courts. 

That, at least, is the vision. Here am the hard realities of how to get them. 
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Children and Families 

The United States is one of the only industrial nations to Ignore the importance 

of children and (amllJi,s in its tax code and social polides. Over the last twenty years, 
economic pressures on America's families have increased dramatically while 
Washington has stood by - and sometimes made things worse. The results of our 
short-sightedness are plain in every American dty: exploding child mainutrition and 
poverty; a divorce rate bordering on 50 perrent; an epidemic of teen pregnancy ,and 
youth violence; and, worst of all, an entire generation of children raised without hope. 

Throughout the campaign you talked about the importance of families to our 
nation and children to our future. You promised the American people you would give 
the nation policies thet value families. No issue is more important. 

The ideas which follow fann the backbone of a progressive government policy to 
put children and families fin;t. These ideas are not controversial, but they will signal a 
fundamental change in SO<:ial polky. We recognize that governments don't raise chil
dren - families do. But government can help families raise tIieir kids in good health, ' 

, with a decent education, and an equal chance to live up to their potential. 

The children's agenda which follows emphasizes early childhood development 
and school readiness. Enacting these proposals will ensure that our children receive 
quality care, enter school ready 10 learn, and receive proper immunizations and nour
ishment. ' 

Children's Agenda 

'1. Improve child care. 
2. Fully fund Head Start to &erVe all eligible 3- and 4-year-olds. 
S. Fully lund Meby 1997. 
4. Fund programs like H1PPY and Parents Ail Teachers. 
5. Inaease child immunizations. 
6. Enforee the Children's Television Education Act. 



The family agenda will empower families to stick together ,and get ahead. We 
will provide tax relief to families with children, fight teen pregnancy, and enact the 
Family and Medical Leave Act. 

Family Agenda 

1. Acknowledge federal responsibility for family policy. 
2. Develop a teenage pregnancy prevention campaign. 
3, Sign into law the Family and Medical Leave Act. 
4, Increase the personal exemption for children. 
5. Make the dependent care tax credit refundable. 
6. Provide intensive services to at-risk families. 
7. Expand federal efforts to encourage adoption. 
8. Make the federal government into a family-friendly employer. 

We believe these ideas will help you live up to the promise held forth by your 
campaign - that in Bill Clinton's America, we don't have a child to waste. 

PurrING CHILDREN FIRST 

Child Care 

Recommendation: 

1. Issue a policy memorandum to the states emphasizing quality assurance 
and encouraging general standards. 

2. Fund the Grants for Licensing and Monitoring Program 

3. Reissue a regulation to allow states to pay different rates for different lev
els of child care. 

Experts and advocates agree that you do not need to make major changes in the 
major federal child care program, the Child Care and Development Block Grant, until 
Us reauthorization in 1995. But there are other ways you can Improve dilld care 
administrative actions that will encourage states to focus on quality. 

The Bush Administration asked states to guarantee only minimal protection of 
children. You can demand more by directing HHS to work with the states to encourage 
stronger licensing criteria and provide guidance on how to set standards and license 
and train providers. 
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.One iinportai.t regw..tory change wouid help states encourage quality day care. 
Right now, statutory language requires states to take into a~unt variations in care ';) 
when deciding payment rates, but regulations effectively cancel.this requirement: By 
changing the regulati.ons, you can give states an important tool to encourage better 
child care with higher payment rates. 

It will also be helpful to support SOme funding for the state-oriented Grants lor 

Ucensing and Monitoring program, authorized at $50 tnillion but not yet funded, 


These steps will indicate your firm commitment to strengthening child care, but 

they will not fully satlsfy the advocacy groups, They would like to see the Block Grant 

doubled to $1,8 billion for FY94. 


Others will argue that the focus on standards is a backdoor vehicle for tilting the 

child care system away from relatives and neighborhoods and toward "professiona!,'" 

bureaucratic services. This issue divided many deeply committed Democrats during 

the 1990 debate. Nonetheless, we believe that raising standards and funding the licens

ing and monitoring program are the best, most rost..,lIective way to improve the quali
ty of child care in America. . 


Head Start 

. Recommend.tlon: Increase funding by $1 billion a year for the next 5 years to 
provide full services to 3 and 4 year olds, with a 5 percent set aside for Early Start. 
Once ali eligible 3 and 4 year aids are served, the program should implement a sliding 
scele to add children over the cum!I\t income level. 

Overall Funding Level 

D.uring the campaign, you committed to fully fund Head Start. People disagree 

over ~twhet "full funding" involves. '!Wo years ago, it meant providing existing ser

vices, in most cases part-year and part-day, to all 3 and 4 year aIds. But today it also 

means expanding Head Start to begin providing fuIl-day, full-year programs where 

appropriate, and to provide services for the 0-3 age group. 


A full-day, full-year program will help ·parents who nowneed'to find alternative 

Care in the afternoons and summers. FuII-day programs will be especially important for 

the children of mothers coming off welfare and going to work. But full day/full year 

programs cost more. COF's goal of 30 percent of the students in a full day/full year 

program and 30 percent in a part day/full year program by 1998 would raise the over

all cost of Head Start from $2.8 billion to $13 billion. 


We recommend increasing Head Start by $1 billion a year for each of the next 5 

years. Such an expansion is in line with Kennedy's proposal, although it falls short of 

COF'sgoal. 
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Early Start 

Both COP and Senator Kennedy propose a new early child development pro
gram called Early Start. It would provide Head Start services to 0-3 year olds and com
prehensive services to children and their fami1les, including pre- and post-natal ser
vices, immunizations, developmental screening, family support services, and home vis
its (through programs like H]pPy and PAT). Early Start would consolidate several 
smaller programs which share some of its goals. 

We recommend that you begin to fund Early Start with a 5 percent set-aside from 
Head Start. Early Start funding should be equally divided between Head Start activi
ties for clilldren aged 0-3 and competitive grants to provide comprehensive services to 
Head Start-eligible families. 

Sliding Scale 

While no one disputes the success of Head Start, some do worry about segrega
tion by social class. Currently participants are aU from a single economic background, . 
despite evidence that children do better in programs that are integrated by class. Mike 
Smith of Stanford suggests achieving class integration by reconfiguring the program 
with a sliding fee scale. 

Head Start should. examine the feasibility 'of • sliding scale once aU eIiglble 3 and 
4 year olds are being served. This step would require an adjustment in the eligibility 
level and a 10 percent set-aside for children over the poverty line. It would enable 
Head Start to integrate clilldren of different economic backgrounds and expand services 
with funds from sHdlng scale fees. 

You did not commit to • particular dollar expansion during the campaign, but 
Head Start advocates will aggressively press for much heavier spending. In addition. 
Kennedy is up for reelection in 1m and he will want to heve his imprimatur on what
ever becomes law. You need to put your own' full funding p1ar\'on'the iable so that oth
ers cannot mal<e you look like you are backsliding. " 

"Me • 

Recommendation: Full funding by 1997. 

According to GAO, pre-natal WlC benefits of $296 million prevent $853 million 
in health expenditures in the first year of life, and $1.036 billion over an IB-year period. 
MC saves money by reducing the incidence of low birthweight by 25 percent. 

Currently only 55 percent of eligible pregnant women receive Wle benefit•. 
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According to CBO, in FY91 there were 8.7 million women, infants and children eligible 
for MC, but only 4.7 million being selVed. You can change that by fulfilling your cam· 
paign promise and fully funding MC by 1997.' ' 

MC is popular - not only with Congress and the public, but with business as 
well. in March 1991, five CEO. testified before Congress about the importance of Me. 
They will support you again in this initiative. 

Cost: $361 million in FY94, rising 10 $1.1 billion in FY 97. 

HIPPY/Parents As Teachers 

-: Recommendation: Propose legislation that establishes a Home Instruction Early 
Childhood Development and Education Program. 

As you have demonstrated in Arkansas, home-instructional, parents as teachers 
programs help parents and children alike. Programs like Parents as Teachers (pAT) and 
the Home Instruction Program for Pr.ischool Youngsters (HIPPY) empower parents to . 
change their children'. lives - and change their own in the process. 

The federal govemment should provide matching funds to encourage slates 10 
develop programs like HJPPY and PAT. We recommend a 70 percent federal match in 
the first two years of the program, moving to a 5Q.SO split by the fifth year. 

. . 
Programs that receive funds can selVe all families, regardless of income, educ.· 

tional background, or family structure. But 10 ensUre that the families that most need 
assistance receive benefits, some of the funds should be earmarked for famili....at·risk. 
Programs should recruit among at·risk families ..well, ' 

. ''1l.,ch program should train a group of Rparent educators" who conduct home 
visits, group meetings and deVelopmental screening for families. The program should 
also create a community"referral netwQrk through which parents can learn about other 
community services. And each state or local program should have a citizen board to 
promote public awareness and expansion, encourage local development, and provide 
consultation and guidance. 

Senator Bond and Representative Wheat introduced. legislation in the last 
Congress to encourage slates to develop early childhood education programs similar to 
PAT. With your support, this provision should be relatively easy to enact - whether as 
a freestanding bill, as part 01 a school readiness package, or as part of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education reauthorization. 

Cost $200 million a year. 
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Immunizations 

Recommendation: Issue two Executive Orders that significa.ritly iru:rease chil
dren's access to affordable immunizations. 

. Currently less than 60 pen:ent of two-year olds in America are fully immunized.!1 ! 
It will take long-term health care reform to solve the immunization crisis, but right now 
you can take immediate steps to improve matters. 

We recommend an Executive Order that requires all federal agencies currently 
providing immunizations to purchase vaccines in bulk. This action will qUickly reduce 
costs and expand coverage. Currently, many government immunization programs buy 
vaccines from the manufacturer at high private market prices. You can issue an 
Executive Order requiring all agencies to take advantage of the existing purchasing pro- .' 
gram through the Centers for Disease Control, which negotiates much lower prices for 
community health centers and some federal programs. 

We also recommend an Executive Order instructing the Office of Personnel. 
Management to require all federal employee benefit plans to insure the full cost of all 
recommended childhood vaccines. In its annual "call" letters, the OPM should Inform 
all health plans pacticipating in PEHB that they must lnciude full coverage of all vac
cines in their bids. 

Immunization programs are very popular, and these measures should not prove 
controversial; indeed, the only question is whether you should go further and propose 
a national immunization program. Representatives Boxer and Waters introduced a bill 
last year that would have provided immunization vouchers to children not otherwise 
covered. The bill would also have established a Nationallmmunization Registry 
System to track all children in the United States. TheBe more costly efforts can be part 
of a health care reform plan in the future, not now; but If the health care plan seems to . 
be moving too slowly and the vaccination crisis continues unabated, you may want to 
support these plans right away . 

• 

Cost: None. 

Children's Television 

Recommendation: Pully enlorce the ChJldren's Television Education Act. 

In the 1980s, conservatives in Congress and the FCC deregulated the airwaves. 
In 1984 they eliminated nearly all guldelines and advertising restrictions for children' s 
television. Now we can undo some of that damage. 

In 1990 Congress enacted the ChJldren's Television Education Act, which limits 
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advertising during cltildren's programs, establishes a National Endowment for 

Children's Television, and codifies the broadcast industry'. n!sponsibility to limit vio

lence and look out for children's needs. But' conServatives in the FCC and broadcast 

industry have fought this legislation by n!labeling old products and retaining vapid 
 ..progranuning. Just as the Republicans recategorized ketchup as a vegetable a decade 

ago, today they cali the GI Joe cartoon an educational program. 


Earlier this month Senator Paul Simon brokered a broadcasters' agreement to 

reduce violence in children's programming. It is • good beginning. You should strong

ly commit to appointing FCC commissioners who will enforce the 1990 Act. 


Cost: None. 

, 

\ 
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A PROGRESSIVE FAMILY POLICY 

Federal Responsibility for FamilllPolicll 

Recommendation: Articulate a federal rommitment to and responsibility for 
strengthening families. 

Se!ll1tor Daniel Patrick Moynihan draws an interesting parallel between family 
policy today and eronomic policy after World War n. The Employment Act of 1946 did 
little more than create the Council of Economic Advisors, yet it had a far greater impact 
than any jobs bill. The reason, Moynihan notes, Is that the act declared a national policy 
and marked the acceptance of a previously disputed social responsibility. Similarly. 
Moynihan suggests. it would be a signiflcant'step forward "for a national famIly policy 
to declare that the :American government sought to promote the stability and well' 
being of the American family; that the social programs of the federal government 
would be formulated and administered with this object in mind; and finally. that the 
President, or some person designated by him, would report to the Congress on the ron
clition of the American famIly." 

It would be appropriate for the HHS Commissioner for Children, Youth, and 
Families to take the lead in such an endeavor. While sen. Moynihan's family proposals 
have sometimes raised hackles in the past, this one appears to enjoy ~de support. 
Language along the lines lie suggests was incorporated in legislation that succumbed to 
the threat of a presidential veto earlier this year. 

Cost: None. 

Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Strategy 

Recommendation: Issue an Executive Order establishing a task force to: (1) 
make recommendations on incorPorating teen pregnancy prevention messages and 
activities in existing federal youth programs; and (2) launch a media campaign and 
information clearinghouse, furided with private contributions. 

America spends about $20 billion a year to support the families of teenage moth
ers. We need a coordinated, broad-based strategy to combat teenage pregnancy. You 
can take the lead and launch a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancies. The 
campaign should pull together the resources of government, public education, the pri· 
vate sector. the media, and the entertainment industry to develop a media campaign. 
provide information and assistance to local groups working to prevent teen pregnancy. 
and sponsor teen pregnancy prevention demonstration projects. 
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You can launch this campaign by issuing an Executive Order that establishes a 

task force to run the campaign and to review existing federal programs affecting youth 

and determine ways they can better address teen pregnancy. The task force will then 

work to weave teen pregnancy. prevention into drop-out prevention programs, job 

corps, summer youth employment programs, trUancy prevention and anti-gang pro

grams, and the schools. 


We reCommend setting.up a nonprofit corporation or foundation that will take 

private contributions and coordinate the national media campaign, operate a clearing

house for information on teen pregnancy prevention programs, and make grants to 

innovative teenage pregnancy prevention programs around the country. The media 

campaign should ultimately include public service announcements, TV shows, musk 

videos, billboards and advertising. and school-based instructional programming. 


This proposal would be very popUlar. The effort would requlre limited govem

ment funds (on the order of $5-10 million annually) lind focus on a proposition that 

enjoys wide consensus - that teen pregnancy hurts individuals and society as a whole. 

The message that "children shouldn't have children - don't get pregnant" should. 

deflect the controversy associated with teen pregnancy issues over the last 12 years. 


Some questions must be resolved early on, such as: Should the campaign pro

mote abstinence but aclcnowledge that birth control and abortion are options too? 

Should the campaign talk about the risk of sexually transmitied diseases? 


Cost: $5-10 million a year. 

Family and Medical Leave Act 

Recommendation, Early in the first 100 days, sign into law the version of the bill 
which passed Con~s last year; on the same day issue an Executive Order applying 

. .. the provisions to White House and political appoin!eea . 
• 

The Family and Medical Leave Act provides unpaid leave for new parents. It 

also allows people to take a sick leave when their child, parent,.orspouse is ill, or when 

they are ill. Last year's bill could become the first you sign this year - fulfilling a 

pro.ruse and signalling change. Key members of Congress and advocacy groups are 

willing to fit the process to your timetable. They would like to introduce the bill on 

January 5th, but need a signal from you on how to proceed • . 

Opponents of the bill are likely to try to undermine it with floor amendments • 
The sponsors (Dodd and Bond in the Senate; Ford, Oay and Roilkema in the House) 
believe that members will more easily hold the line if they are voting for what they sup
ported last year. If you alter the legislation, you run the risk of a major legislative battie 
on what should be an easy political victory. 
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The coalition that signed off on this bill last year - a strong and active group of 
supporters including labor unions, women's groups,and children's groups - has 
agreed not to ask for strengthening language. The only group talking about changes is 
the National Organ;.;ation of Women, which favors applying the bill to businesses 
smaller than 50 employees. 

For your part, you should consider issuing an Executive Order the day you sign 
the bill that applies the terms of the legislation to White House and political employees, 
who are not covered by the Act as wrltten. Doing so would send a strong message to 
the business community that "we're all in this together"; you will be giving your 
employees the same benefits you require businesses to give theirs. 

Cost: None. 

Children's Tu Allowance (Middle Class Tax Rllliej') 

Retommendation: Increase the personal exemption, equalizing it across tax 
brackets, targeting it at families with young children, and providing a refundable tax . 
credit alternative for those who work. 

You can fu1fUI a campaign promise and support good social policy by giving par
ents more resources to raise their children. A children's tax allowance will help the 

. middle class, the working poor, and the near poor. 

We recommend that you support the provision introduced by Senator Lieberman 
in the last Congress. It is similar to Gore-Downey, but focuses on families with young 
children. The Lieberman version increases the personal exemption and adjusts it to 
provide the same tax value at all income levels. For poor working families who qualify 
for the ElTC but wouldn't benefit from the increase in the personal exemption, the bill 
also provides a refundable tax credit of the same tax value. Because the costs of raising 
children decline as children grow older, the proposallilso phases down the increased 
exemption or credit for children above age 5, and above age.9, the exemption returns to 
the current level. . ; 

This proposal is slightly mOre complicated than a flat credit for all families, but 
by targeting the working poor and parents with young children, it is Jess costly and 
more effective than most other proposals. It would cost about $9 billion a year. A 
broader credit for all children would either be very expensive (up to $25 billion) or 
much smaller (in the range of $300-400 per child), 

Children's advocacy groups will support refundable tax relief. Moderates and 
conservatives will support the credit if it doesn't cost too much and only helps parents 
who work. Rockefeller took heat last year because his proposal was expensive and gave 
the full credit to those on AFDC. ' 
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Many members of Cengress have introduced legislation in this area, including " 
Rockefeller, Bentsen, Gore, Dodd, and Bradley in the Senate, and Downey in the House.- j 

Dependent Care Tax Credit 

Recemmendatlon: Make the credit refundable and phase it Clown at upper 
. income levels. 

The Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) is • credit for a percentage ef the actual 

expenses incurred for care of a child under 13 er another dependent (0 disabled spouse 

or parent who. resides with you). It is worth up to $2,400 for one dependent er $4,aoO 

fer two. er more. The credit ranges from 20% to 30% of expenses, with taxpayers with 

incomes under $10,000 entitled to the maximum and those with incomes ever $28,000 

the minimum. 


Because the credit is not refundable, low-income families usually cannot benefit 

frem it - even theugh they have the most trouble paymg their child care bills. 

Currently the bottom 40% of households receive only 9% of the subsidies provided by , 

the credit; 49% of those filing for the ,credit have incomes between $20.000 and $50,000; 

and 38% have incemes ever $50,000. 


Only • refundable credit will ease the financial stress on the working poor. The 

added costs ef a refundable credit can be paid for by phasing the credit down or out at 

upper income levels -lowering it to. 10% ef expenses fer a $50,000 income er capping 

it at $60,000. 


Some people arsue that the OCTC sheuld be dlopped entirely in favor of • chil

dren's allewance for all parents with children. A children's allewance wouldbe avail

able to families where'two parents work and to families where one parent stays heme; 

the DCTC, in contrast, is available only to. the former. The argument for the OCTC is 

that families where both parents work (and single parent families) need the added help 

which 1i1~ OCTC provides. The argument against the OCTC is that many families make 

a financial sacrifice to have ene parent stay, at heme with childn!n during thelr mest fer

mative years, and that the public sector should recognize these, costs and the equal 

validity of the choice that produces them. 


Sixty percent of wemenwith children under,S and 80"10 of women with older 
children work outside the home, many out of econemic necessity. A children's 
allowance weuld signlficantly reduce that necesSity. Unless the children's allowance 
were quite large, hewever, it would net provide working parents with enough money 
to stay at home. In many cases working parents do not qUalify for Head Start or child 
care assistance from the state; in most cases child care is thelr largest expense after food, 
heusing, and taxes. In lieu of a large allewance, a refundable OCTC will provide many ) 
werking parents with important assistance, improving thelr ability to afferd quality 
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day care for their children.· . 

The Senate passed an amendment maklng the credit refundable with bipartisan 
support in 1990, but It was struck in conference. . 

Cost: $53 million in FY 94; rising to $1.2 billion in FY 97. 

Family Preservation/Foster Care 

Recommendatlon: Fund innovative family preservation services that keel' chil
dren out of loster care. 

Besides supporting broad-based programs for .11 familjes, the federal govern
ment needs to ensure thel intensive famlly preservation services are available for {ami- . 
lies at risk. In HR 11, the vetoed tax bill, Congress included a package of amendments 
to the current child welf.re programs which greatly expanded the sUpport services 
available to ai-risk families: payments to st.tes for innovative family support services, 
substance abuse services for women and children, and respite care for foster parents. 
These programs garnered Significant support, and tha sponsors expect them to be rein- . 
troduced. The package creates new entitlement spending and must be enacted with a 
revenue raiser. 

Federal funding to help states reduce tha need for out-<>f-home placement is • 
key to reducing the costs and problems 01 foster care; By keeping children in homes and 
out of foster care, intensive family intervention is highiy cosf>.effective. 

Innovative lamily preservation legislation targets three types 01 families. It offers 
services to Iamilles of cltlIdren in foster care which enable children to retum to their 
families and enter permanent living arrangements; It offers folloW-up care to familles of 
children who have been In foster care. And for children at risk 01 entering foster care, it 
provides intensive lamily preservation efforts and general famlly support to strengthen
families. 	 ... . . ... .: 

. ; 	 -: 

The entire package of family preservation provisions passed the 102d Congress, 
and it will be brought up again this Congress in the same fonn. Downey and Bentsen 

.. led the way ~ the legislation. . 

Cost: $95 million In FY 94, rising to $320 million in FY 97. 

Encouraging Adoption 

Recommendations: 

1. 	 Reestablish a national adoption database. 
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2. Ensure that adopted children .~ not discriminated agains! in health insurance cov

erage. 

3. C~ate. tax deduction for special needs adoptions. 
4. issue an Executive Order allowing federal employees to UBe sick leave for adoption

related activities. 


A broad-based family preservation agenda should encourage adoptions - par

tiruJarly of special needs children who often do not get adopted. We ~ommend four 

measures: 


A .. ational adoption database. A complete national adoption data collection sys

tem was discontinued in 1975, and currently HHS collects infomlation only on adop

tions supervised by public agencies. By legislation or Executive Order, you can estab

lish. national system to collect data on how the adoption option is being used, by .. 

whom, and by what methods. A similar provision was introduced by Senators Gorton, 

Nunn, and P~ssler. 


HHS would compile the data in an annual ~ort, analyze the effects of govern ,, 
mental adoption assistance, and make ~commend.tions for other actions to remove .. , 

barriers to adoption. The information can guide public policy on the tough adoption 
issues: public versus private adoptions, international adoptions, confidentiality, restric
tions on who can adopt, and so on. It will also help federal and state agencies deter
mine how to in~ase adoption of special needs children. 

.. , 

Health insurance. Too often, children placed in homes before the finalization 01 

their adoptions do not receive coverage under their family'S health insurance, and pre

existing conditions are seldom covered. 


You can ensure that adopted children are treated just like other children by 

amending the Employee Retirement Income Security Act and barring discrimination 

agai.nsudopted children in the Federal Employee Health Benefit plan and in CHAM


, PUS. You can also commit to including in any health reform package the requirement 
that adopted children be covered by the family policy at the time of their placement. 
regardless of their physical condition. 

," . 
Spedal needs adoption. Over 70,000 special needs children are awaiting adop


tion, and their problems grow worse as they remain In foster care or group homes. 

Providing tax relief for special needs adoption expenses helps adoptive families with 

the costs of adoption in much the same way that health insurance, government health 

care programs, and the tax deductibility of some expenses assist families who give 

birth. If you want to support adoption, make it easier for those who are not upper-mid

dle class to adopt, and encourage the adoption of special needs children, tax relief is an 

important step. 
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We II!COmmend a tax deduction for speclal needs adoption expenses of up to 
$5000, phased out at an income level between $80,000 to $90,000. Bec:ause there are 
plenty of adoptive parents for children with no special needs, and because a deduction 
for all adoptions would be very costly, the deduction should be available only for spe
cial needs adoptions: . 

Federal employee adoption policy. As noted elsewhere, you should apply your 
family policies in the federal employment arena. An Executive Order allowing federal 
employees to use sick leave (or adoption-related procedures (home visits, visits to the 
state or country where the child lives, court proceediilgs) is a cost-free way to support 
adoption. 

This would be popular among pro-life and pro-choice advocates alike. 
Republicans and Democrats in Congress have been active on these issues, including 
Senators Nunn, Gorton, and Hatch and Representatives C. Smith, Armey, and 
Schroeder. 

Cost: A tax deduction for adoptions would cost $1 million in FY94, rising to $18 
million in FY97. . 
Federal GO'Dernment ilS Model Employer on Work and Family Issues 

Recommendation: Issue an Executive Order that requires federal agencies to 
assess employees' child care needs, encourages the establishment of more on-site day 
care, and asks agencies to determine which jobs are appropriate for part-time, flextime, 
job sharing and telecommuting. 

The federal government is the country's largest singl~ employer. Pledging to 
make the federal govemritent a model employer on work and famUy issues is a simple, 
no-cost way to send a message that your Administration is committed to working par
ents and their children. And you'll send a special message to pus!nesses - that as the 
federal government encourages businesses to become more involved in child care and 
education. it is dealing with these issues itself in inexpensive and productive ways: 

ChIld care. While the Department of Defense·has.more !han'600 child care cen
ters serving more than 95,000 children, the rest of the government has facUities for only 
2,000 kids - though 200,000 federal employees have children who require child care. 
We can do better. 

Under existing law, the federal government can provide unused space in federal 
buildings to child care centers free of charge. But it has not taken full advantage of this 
ability. You can issue an Executive Order requiring agencies to survey their employees 
child care needs and space availability, and to make needed child care avaUable to 
employees. The tederal government should also review the elder care needs of its 
employees. 
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Flexible Work Schedules, The federal government has already developed some ,'_) 
initiatives for flextime, part-time work, and telecommuting. But policies have not been 
consistent within or across agencies, and employees often do not know what options 
are available to them. All agencies should be direcied to'determine which jobs are 
appropriate for part-time, flextime, job sharing and telecommuting. and to make it easi
er lor their employees to participate in these programs. 

Cost: None. 

, 
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Education and Training 

·In the first 100 days of my Administration, I'll give Congress and the American people 
a real education reform package." 

- East !..os Angeles Community College 
May 14, 1992 

The central gOal of your campaign for President and your work in Arkansas has 
been to close the opportunity gaps between ourselves and the rest of the world, and 
among our own people. Those gaps lie not only in how much we spend on students, 
but in the kind of courses they get in school, the opportunities they have afterward, and 
the amount of attention and involvem~t they get at home. 

Other chapters address some of these gaps: . The Children ",:,d Families chapter 
includes proposals for Head Start, WIe HIPPY, and other efforts to see that evel)' child 
comes to school ready to learn. The National Service chapter lays out a plan to expand 
opportunity for those who go to college and those who do not. The Crime chapter calls 
for a program to make schools safe, .and anti-gang initiatives to give young people 
something to belong to besides gangs. Finally, the chapters on government reform and 
welfare reform set out ways to close the responsibility gaps in our society, from bureau
crats who would rather shuffle paper than change lives to deadbeat parents who cheat 
their children out of much more than money. 

ThIs chapter deals primarily with elementary and secondary education. It is 
based on the goals you laid out dUring the campaign: to develop a national apprentice
ship system that gives students the basic skills they need to get and keep good jobs; to 
estabUsh world..cJass standards in math, science, and other key subjects; a meaningful 

..examination system to measure whether our children meet those standards; to make 
sure all kids start out On a level p~ying field, and reCognize that all children can learn. 
And finally, to challenge govenuilent and business to give adults ·access to the skills 
and training they need to compete in an economy where what you can earn depends on 
what you can learn. 

1. A National Apprenticeship Program 
2. A Strengthened National Education Goals Panel 
3. School Reform 
4. Quality Workforce Development and Dislocated Worker Training 

5. A Supplemental Chapter 1 Appropriation for FY 1993 



Our education strategy is hased on clear suhstantive and political goals. ,FU'St, 

we believe you will want to show some results early on. For that reason, we have pro

posed an Executive Order to expand Ibe National Goals Panel. 


In Ibe Interest of speed, we also recommend Ibat you push Clinton education 

reform and apprenticeship legislation Independent of Ibe momentarj and Secondary 

Education Act. ESEA is up for reaulborization in 1993. and though it would normally 

be Ibe perfect education reform vehicle, it could easUy get hogged down untlllate in the 

session. (A strategy for deallng with ESEA is included in an appendix to this chapter.) 


We have also leaned toward creating new, comprehensive education and train

ing systems rather than simply pouring more money into old things that don't work. 

For that reason, much of our emphasis in the early years is on planning grants 10 states 

to encourage development of • system Ibal can take us into the nexl centory. 


Fmally, Our approach to education and training is truly "federa!." In every case 
- education reform. apprenticeships, training - we argue that the federal government 
should be • catalyst, no! the primary provider of services. This approach will encour
age a wide variety ofexperimentation at Ibe state level, and allow Ibe states to develop , 
local strategies that bes! fit their needs and resources. 

A NATIONAL YOUTH APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM 
. 

We believe you should Introduce a hill creating. national apprenticeship pro
gram early in your term. ' 

Youth Apprenticeship programs span secondary and post-secondary education, 
developing workplace skills and making college more accessible to a broader range of 
the population. Most frequently, programs will combine the last two years of high 
school and Ibe first two years of post-second!I"Y school Into a :!-year program leading to 

. a tOUego-levei degree or certifiate. Youlb Apprenticeship programs Involve Intensive 
learning at the worl<slte tOmbined with relevant academic Instruction. Participating 
students should achieve a high level of both academic and work-i'elated skllls. 

Key components of youth apprenticeship programs include a formal worksite 
'training plan for structured work-based learning; a contract between student, parent, 
school and employer; industry certification of skill mastery; a worksite mentor; integra
tion of academic and vocational instruction bolb In' school and at the worksite; paid 
work allevels that increase as students progress through the program; career guidance 
and exploration for younger students; feeder programs and remediation ofstudents to 
ensure broad access and continued participation; and the active Involvement of 
employers, schools, students, parents, unions, and community-based organizations in 
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,. .. 
planning, operating, supervising and setting standards and outcomes. 

As you know, creating a national apprenticeship program would be a radical 

departure for American society and for the federal government. A few key issues need 

to be considered before we take the leap, . 


What should we call 111 

We need to distinguish between "Youth Apprenticeships" as described here, and 

the traditional registered apprenticeship programs which have operated in the building 

trades and selected other occupational areas. The building trades unions are commit· 

ted to preserving the identity of their programs, and oppose the youth apprenticeship 

propqsaJ.s in part because of the confusion over names. We may want to find an alter· 

nativ.~name to describe our program . 
... 
How many young people can we serve? 

There are fewer than 3,000 students presently enrolled in youth apprenticeship 

programs which meet the definition described above. Hilary Pennington believes that 

an Administration proposal should aim to create 200,000 to 300,000 apprenticeship slots 

by 1996 (there are 300,000 people in registered apprenticeship programs), and 1 million 

by the year 2000. This target is very ambitious, and needs carefuJ study. 
 , 

The only realistic way to achieve such. goal by 1996 would be to build upon 

existing programs which meet some but not necessarily all of the components of 

apprenticeship programs described above. Over time, these programs may mature into 

more full-blown models, d~g upon local conditions. 


How much can business do? 

-.-. 
.,',Reaching this target will also require an aggressive effort to convince business 


and .!!:t£IJ15tty to offer paid employment slots. While the legislation described below 

offers some inoentives for business, there is a large role for continuing Presidential lead
ership: . 

1. Challenging the Business Roundtable and other major national business 

groups to provide apprenticeships that hire high-schoollevel employees, and to chal

lenge their suppliers to do the same; 


2. Requiring major federal contractors, where appropriate, to create appren
ticeship slots; and 


3. Creating apprenticeship slots within the federal government. 
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The National Youth Apprenticeship Act 

Standuds 
. 

The National Youth Apprenticeship bill would establish a National Council for 
Professional and Technical Standards. reporting to the National Education Goais Panel. 
The Council should be not-far-profit. chartered by Congress. and eligible to receive 
appropriated funds from Congress. private foundations. individuals and corporations. 
The Council's membership should include leading fisu- from post-secondary educa
tion, business. labor, government. secondary education. and advocacy groups. 

The Council will establish broad performance standards and assessment for col
lege-level professional and technical certificates and degrees in a llmlted number of 
broad occupational clusters. The standards will establish a rore set of skills, which can 
be supplemented by states and by individual industries andciccupatioriS. This modular 
approach allows for the Initiative of particular states or industries, while still permitting 
mobillty across geographic or occupational lines. The Council would determine the 
number and nature of the occupation areas. develop the standards. administer the 
assessment system, and continuously update the standards and examinations. 

These standards should be utilized throughout the worker tra.inJng/human 
resources system, and not just for apprenticeships. 

Developing Programs at the State and Local Level 

The National Apprenticeship Program Act would provide support to states and 
localities for the development and implementation of youth apprenticeship programs. 

AU states would be eligible to receive planning grants. which would be used to 
identify occupation and industry areas appropriate for apprenticeship programS; iden
tify communities with the potential to start rapidly; develop plans for expanding to a 
critical mass of apprenticeship opportw1ities throughout the state ovefit five year peri
od; and plan and begin to build the necessary infrastructure of employer networks. 
state and local labor market information systems, and sel:oridiiiy/post'Secondary artic
ulation agreements. . . 

Submission of state plans would constitute an application for implementation 
funding, provided on a competitive basis. The intent is to fund first those lighthouse 
states which have"a1ready been working on apprenticeships and which can therefore 
point the way for other states. Eventwilly. all states would be expected and encouraged 
to receive five-year implementation grants. 

The Implementation grants would support the developmental and infrastructure 
costs of apprenticeships. This could Include seed money for employer organizations; 
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cun:iculum and staff development; training of mentors in the workplace; development 
o! assessments; and start-up costs for prototype models. Federal funds would not be 
used to subsidize youth employment, or to pay for secondary or post-secondary 
instructional programs. 

-. 
) 

The bill would also create a competitive grant process to support a number of 
technical assistance programs throughout the nation, Assistance would be provided on 
such key program components as curriculum and teacher development, credentials and 
assessment, and formation of employer consortia. The assistance would be aimed at all 
levels and parts of the system, including state, local and business leaders, educators 
and worksite mentors, and local employer networks. 

The bill would establish an R&D program and an aggressive information clear
ingho,use, linked to the technical assistance program. R&D would focus on program . 
desi!Jll.probJems, the efIort to monitor student outcomes, program costs, implementa
tions strategies and barriers, curriculum deSign, approaches to work-based learning, 
and incentives and strategies for employer involvement. 

Program Leadership and Administration 

At present, responsibility for vocational education resides in the Depariments of 
Education and Labor, and in several subcabinet agendes within each of those depart
ments. These agencies would be important in the future. The need for a business-dri
ven program that trains workers of real value suggests an'important role for the 
Depariment of Commerce as well. 

No one has much confidence that any one depariment could effectively lead and 
manage the development of the apprenticeshlp system, as these depariments function 
today. Nor do they believe that anyone of the departments has the stature and credibil
ity witl\ all of the relevant constituency groups required to successfully lead this effort, 

'Jor these reasons, the bill would establish a National Apprenticeship Agency, 
comb.i~ing the functions currently housed with the Assistant Secretaries for 
Employment and TrainlJ:ig, Vocational Education and Higher Education. 

A STRENGTHENED NATIONAL EOUCATION GOALS PANEL 

We believe the National Education Goals Panel can playa great role in education 
reform, if it is given a wider mandate. We propose that you issue an Executive Order 
which would strengthen tha National Education Goals Panel by: . 

• Giving it responsibility for the development of work-related and appren
ticeship technical and professional standards. in addition to its existing 
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responsibility for student performance standards at the elementary and 
secondary level. ThIs would be accomplished through the creation of • 
National Council on Professional and Technical Standards that would 
report to the Panel. 

• 	 Making it responsible for developing a national examination system for 
both work-related and elementary and serondary education. 

• 	 Making it a forum for identifying and recommending ways of addressing 
the most significant barriers to achieving the national education goals. 
ThIs would tum the panel into an arena for addressing critical public poli
cy questions, well beyond its current, limited role of presiding over the 
development and reporting of measures of each goal. 

This action will underscore your commitment·to achieving the national educa
tion goals, put your personal imprint on' the entity most'closely'assoCiated with the 
goals, and demonstrate that you are serious about education reform. 

The expanded mission for the panel might require an expanded membership as ' 
well, including Cabinet members (Secretaries of Labor, HHS and Education, Director of 
OMS), business leaders, and possibly education and labor leaders. In addition, we 
would alter the appointment process for the chair. instead of being appointed by the 
chair of the NGA, it should become a Presidential appointment. ObViously, these 
changes will require close consultation with the Governors. 

SCHOOL REFORM: 

THE 	EDU~TION FOR AMERICA'S FUTURE Acr , 

In 1993, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) is up for reautho
rization. While this would normally be the vehicle for any significant school reform. 
we are concerned that tying Our reform agenda to reauthorization will prevent rapid 
passage. Everyone is predicting a long and'bloody battle over ESEA'this)ear. Thus, we 
propose that you send an independent reform bill to (2ongress'and'moveit separately 
- The Education for America's Future Act. 

The bill would provide qulck action on several components of the campaign 
agenda, including the development of national standards and exams, sile-based man
agement and decentra1ization of decision making. and public school choice. 

Create Standards and Testing 

The bin would endorse the national education gow and establish the National 
Education Goals Panel. The Panel would develop a national; voluntary system of inter' 
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national competitive elementary and secondary-level standards and assessments, as 
well as professional and technlcaI· standards and assessments to be used in the work
place and in apprenticeship programs, (This would write the Exe<:utive Order dis
cussed above into statute - a very important goat) 

Encourage School Reform 

The bill would provide support to states to stimulate the development of com
prehensive statewide school reform strategies centered around high standards. 

All states will be able to partidpate in this program. In the first year, they will 
automatically receive an average of $1 million to develop systemic reform plans, with 
the amount of funds determined by the population of the state. This formula process 
allows the funds to flow as soon as they are appropriated, and state activity to begin. 
soon thereafter. After the first year, states will be required to submit grant proposals for 

. careful review before approval. An independent review and advisory group will be 
established to review and make recommendations to the Secretary on each state's pro
posal. 

The grants will help the states to develop a comprehensive and cohesive strategy 
for restructuring their education systems. Each plan needs to include spedfic outcome 
benchmarks and time1lnes for which the state will be accountable. The plan should 
address: 

• 	 Standards and assessment. 

• 	 Curriculum, instruction, teacher preparation, licensure and continuing 
professional development. 

• 	 Changes in governance, management, financing and accountability need
ed for a penormanre-based system. 

~ . 
'~:~ . Improved health and social services for students and famllles. 

• 	 Strategies for involving parents and communities, including school choice 
and charter schools. 

• 	 The lTansition from school to work Or further postsecondary education 
and training. 

The plan should be both Ytop downY and Ubottom up:' showing how local 
school districts and schools will be engaged and supported in the restructuring process. 
After the initial p,.ftft'ftn year, funds should be available lor subgrants from states to 
local districts to s';;;;;'1ocal planning and restructuring. 
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State and local plans should specify how aU available federal, state .and local 
funds will be used to create and operate systems that help aU students meet high stan
dards. Once the plans are approved through a rigorous review process, the Secretaries 
of Education,. Labor IIl'ld HHS will be authorized to provide waivers t'rotn laws or regu
lations ne<:essary for the state to implement its plan and achieve its standards. 
Deregulating the grmt process will provide a significant incentive for states to partici
pate in this program. 

The grants should be ten years and used to fund elements of the state's 
approved plan. The funding level for each state should increase annually, as the num
ber of schools and districts involved also increases. States will be required to provide 
matching funds, with the state share expected to increase annually. 

Level the Education Playing Field Through Reform 

In addition, the bill would target additional resources to support systemic 
refonn efforts in urban and rural areas with high concentrations of poverty. We believe 
even the most impoverished communities can be turned around through the more. 
effective use of existing resources as well as careful additional investments. 

The new funding would support the development and implementation of com
prehensive, community-wide strategies which pull together services offered by schools 
and school systems, day care agencies and preschool programs, health and human ser
vice agencies, other municipal services such as poUce, and community-based and non
profit organizations. . 

.The plans should address the same set of issues as described above; provide for 
specific benchmarks and timelines against which the community would be held 
accountable; for waivers and flexibility in the use of federal. state and local funds; and 
for a rigorous review process before awards are made'lIl'ld periodically over.the course 
of the funding period. 

There should be substantial amounts of funds available through this program 
over a ten year grant cycle. The funds would not be used for school operations during 
the regular schOOl day - these needs would be met through Chapter 1 of Hawkins
Stafftird.· .TIie fuIlds would be used to extend school time (days or weekends) within 
schools or other sites such as community centers or housing developments, to coordi
nate health services, to estabUsh job placement centers, to make the streets safe, and to 
provide educational services for adults (particularly non-English speakers). 
Neighborhoods would develop the plan and then be held responsible for meeting the 
goals they estabUsh. Funds should also be used for continuing professional develop
ment of teachers, linked to standards and assessment. . 
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, . , , - . 
QUALITY WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT-AND DISLOCATED 
WORKER-RETRAINING ,-) 

- As you discussed throughout the campaign, America needs a ttalning system for 
the 21st century. designed to boost productivity and give workers world-class skills. 

Based on the America's Choice report, this bill will provide for the design, devel
opment and implementation of a national human resource development system, to 
include national professional and technical standards, state and local labor market 
boards•• strengthened job service, counseling system and labor market information 
exchange. The bill also contains important proposals for training dislocated workers. 
The funding levels are consistent with the Kennedy training bill. 

""'The national human resources development system is intended to provide 
opportunities for aU prospective and current workers to obtain the skills needed to 
compete in a global economy, the information necessary to guide career decisions, and 
the economic security provided by continuous ttalning and skill upgrading_ 

This bill must reinforce the goals and procedures of the national apprenticeship 
program outlined above_ For that reason. we have intentionally designed some p sy.
tematic overl.pH into the bill to insure that states design comprehensive training pro
grams which dove-tail with our apprenticeship efforts. 

Creating Professional and Technical Standards 

The bill would establish', National Board for Professional and Technic.1 
Standards, a private not-lor-profit board chartered by Congress, with membership com
posed of representatives from business, labor, postsecondary education and training 
institutes and advocacy Stoups. The board sets broad natiolla! occupatiolla! perfor
mance standards, conducts research and evaluation. and supports the development of 
industry specific standards through grants and technical assistance. 

The standards are intanded to be used to ce:tify that individuals meet interna
tionally competitive standards of performance at the sub-bacca1aureate level for entry 
level prolesstolla! and technical work requiring conege level education and training. 
The standards may be utilized for students coming oul of high School, students partici
pating in school-la-work transition programs as wen as for trsining and retraining 
adult workers. 

Once the standards are establlshed. federal \raining funds under this Act or oth
ers should be used only in institutions or programs which succeed in prepating stu
dents to meet the standards. All institutions receiving federal grant or loan funds must 
provide specific cost and student performance outcome information to the public. ~) 
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This board and the apprenticeship standards board are one and the same - the 
board would be created by whichever piece of legislation passed first, and dropped 
from the other. 

Workforce Education and 'Jrainlng Sys~m Planning Grants 

Planning Grants would be provided to states to stimulate the development of 
comprehensive education and training systems. Each state's plan should address the 
establishment of: . 

• 	 A statewide system of regional or local labor market boards, which would 
be responsible for coordinating federal. state and local programs for job 
training, vocational education. school-to-work transition programs. adult . 
basic education, second chance systems including JOBS 0JlIl }1'PA. dislo
cated worker programs. and opportunity cards. The boards will also over 
see labor exchange functions. labor market information and job counsel 
ing, and data on the outcomes of tralning and education programs to 

.employers and individuals. 

• 	 Programs to provide alternative education, counseling, job experience and 
placement services to dropouts. 

• 	 Close coordination of worker training programs with state youth appren 
ticeship programs created under the National Youth Apprenticeship Act. 

• 	 School-to-work transition assistance for youth including counseling, labor 
market inforination, and job placement services. 

• 	 Second chance programs for adults including adult basic education, JOBS, 
}1'PA, etc. 

• 	 Programs for dislocated workers. 

• 	 .TecluUcaI assistance and referral services to help firms to develop high
performance work organizations. 

• 	 Strategies to ensure that education and tralning programs under the 
statewide system lead to student attainment of professional arid technical 
certification once those standards are available, 

• 	 Strategies for enriching existing co-op, tech prep and other training pro
grams to meet professional and technical standards. 
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Implementation Grants 

States with approved system development plans may compete for five-year 
gronls to implement state/local workforce development systems. Each year's funding 
is subject to annual review and based on progress toward implementation of approved 
plan. Under the implementation grant, states with approved plans will be permitted to 
waive specific federal program requiremenls to permit coordination and flexible utiliza
tion of federal funds. 

Up to $250 million will be allocated on a competitive basis to stales with 
approved plans. The amount of funding shall take into acco.unt the size of the state's 
labor force. It is intended that up to 15 states will be funded to implement statewide 
Workforce Education and Training Systems during the first year in wllich implementa
tion grant funds are available, and that each year thereafter, an additional fifteen states 
with approved plans will be funded. . 

'. . 

Second Chance!Dropout Recovery Programs 

Federal grant funds will be available to provide alternative programs for 
dropOUls up to age 21 to attain general education standards and to provide school-to
work transition services to enable such youth to actively participate in the workforce. 
Services ;nclude academic instruction, dassroom and workplace training leading to 
professional and teclIDIcaJ certification, counseling, diagnostic, placement and testing 
services. 

Up to $250 million would be available as a 25% match for state and local funds 
equivalent to those funds wllich would have been available had the student stayed in 
school. States Implementing statewide Workforce Education and Training System 
Grants will be given priority to receive funds for Second Chance/Dropout Recovery 
Programs. 

DIsI;xated Worker Assistance 

Given the potential effects of NAFTA on the workforce; the'adri1inistration needs 
to include an aggressive dislocated worker strategy in its training program. The goat 0/ 
our program woUld be to address the problems of dislocated workers and simplify the 
current patchwork of federal plans by combining them into a universal program. 

Assistance to dislocated workers would be designed around grants based on the 
number of dislocated workers in states, regions, and industries with the object of pro
viding adequate access to general education certificates and to oi<!ucation and training 
for professional certificates. 
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The program would eventually be fully incorporated into the comprehensive 
education and training network established by the Quality Workforce Development 
Act, but would use the existing network provided by the Job Training Partnership Act 
and state agencies in the meantime. 

Retraining for Dislocated Workers - the Federal Effort 

The bill would provide for one-third of the appropriated funds to go into a dis
cretionary fund controlled by the Secretary of Labor. These funds are to be used to: 

• 	 . Fund federal retraining and transitional income-support grant programs 
for large-scale NAFfA dislocations. 

. 
• 	 Fund federal retraining and transitional income-support giant programs 

for other large-scale worker dislocations; including those resulting from 
environmental actions, multi-state, and industry-wide worker displace 
ments 

• 	 Cover all federal administrative and oversight costs for the programs 
established by this act. ., 

Retraining for Dislocated Workers -'Aid to the States 

rna-thirds of the appropriated funds are to go directly to states under a formula 
that would take into account both the proportional number of total unemployed in each 
state and the proportional number of workers dislocated as a result of large-scale lay
offs and plan! closings. States would be allowed to retain 30-40 percent of the grant to 
run a state dislocated worker unit designated or created by the Governor, to provide for 
rapid response to state-wide, regional, or industry-wide dislocations, and to administer 
and coordinate the programs of substate agencies given grants under the provisions 
laid out below. 

States would be required to pass along the remaining ~70 percent of the money 
they receive to substate grantees, which would serve as the largest set of direct service 


. providers for workers. As the training infrastructure of labor market boards is fully 

developed under the Quality Workforce Development Act, we expect that these ele

ments of the infrastructure will play major roles in monitoring and service delivery. 

Worker Eligibility Requirements 

The bill would provide for a broad range of workers to be eligible for this assis
tance. No distinctions will be drawn based on the cause of dislocation; the primary 
requirement will be that a worker's retum to his or her previous industry is uniikely, 
based on regulations promulgated by the Secretary. 
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The bill would provide phase-out dates and mechimisms for existing federal dis· r) 
located worker programs, such as Trade Adjustment Assistance and the panoply of pro- " , 
grams under TItle mof the Job 'li'ainlng Partnership Act. 

FY 93 CHAPTER 1 SUPPLEMENTAL ApPROPRIATION 

In the campaign, you promised to expand Chapter 1 funding. We recommend. 
supplement.l appropriation of $250 million for the Chapter 1 program. These funds 
are needed as a result of the shift to the 1990 Census figure as the basis for distributing 
Chapter 1 funds. The new figures result in Significant losses of lunas in virtually every 
state East of the Mississippi. and equally significant gains In the West. 

Current law provides for losing recipients to maintain 8S percent of the previous 
year's allocation. If there is no supplemental appropriation, virtually all states will be 
losers - those in the West will not be able to receive the additional funds they are due, 
and those in the East will experience Significant losses. This is especially true in urban 
areas. 

A supplemental of $250 million will enable states in the West to receive the funds 
they expect, and bring those in the East to 92.5 percent of the previous year's funding 
- halfway between what they would otherwise receive and what they received last 
year. We expect this will keep the entire education community happy, and earn good. 
will needed for other initiatives. 

A similar amount of money will be needed for FY 94, for the same reasons . 

• 
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EugenUzKimblt, AFT 
Debbie Dew, NEA 
Frank Newman, Education Commission of the States 
Shirley Mil/Colm, American Association for the Advncementof Science 
Gene W!1holl, National Association of State Boards of Education 
Tim Kelley, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
Gene Steinhilltr, National School Boards Association 
Lewis J. Paper, Ked<. Mahin &: Cate 
John S. Hendricks; Discovery Communications 
Authu':A. Bushkin, Information Services 
Dallid Ifshin, Ross &: Hardie 
Ray Sheppach, National Governors' Association 

'. Susan Thliman, National Govl,lmOrs' Association 
Evalyn Ganzglllss, National Governors' Association 
MaTlin Co"",,!, Stanford University 
Robert I. Lmrum, The Americim University 
Dallid i!Drram, Apple Computer 
John Scully, Apple Computer 
Bill Spring, Federal Reserve Bank, Boston 

. Ray Milrsha/l, University of 'Thxas 
Vera Katz, Mayor...Ject, Portland, Oregon 
Ray Romer, Governor of Colorado 
Lou Harr/$, Lou Harris and Associates 
Andy Cunningham, Education alde, Governor Nelson, Nebraska 

. Phil Pewer, Michigan 
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Appendix 1: ESEA 

ESEA is up for reauthorization this year. Ordinarily this might be viewed as 

beyond the purview of the first 100 days - managing this bill will be a full time job for 

your Department of Education. But there is consensus that we should at teast give 

Congress some guidance and lay down some markers early in the session to insure thet 

the final product supplements our reform agenda. For example, there is • growing con

sensus that Chapter 1 can be written in such a way as to force some real systemic 

change. 


; ESEA, the primary legislative vehicle for education-relatedgoverrunent action, 
with a FY 1993 appropriation of over $8 billion, comes up for re-authorization in 1993. 
It is very likely to require the entire legislative session to be re-enacted both because of 
its size and complexity and because population shifts from the Northeast and Midwest . 
to the sunbelt will generate substantial formula funding conflicts. 

Of the $8 billion in appropriations, almost 7S percent is in Chapter 1, a program 

which provides supplemental services for low scoring students in high poverty areas in 

almost all of the school districts throughout the nation. (Chapter 1 will be the formula 

battleground.) 


The other program with a strong political constituency is Title vn, the Bilingual 

Education Act. Although the appropriation is relatively small- about $200 miillon 
Title vn is symbolically very Important to Hispanic Americans. A less powerful but 

also Important group served in this act are Native American school children who do 

not go to a tribal school. 


. Most of the other programs are targeted on specific problems generally related to 

especially needy students (e.g. dropouts, drugs) or are capacity bullding programs 

(Chapter 2 Block Grants ro States and the Eisenhower Program for providing assistance 

for teacher training and other purposes for Improving mathematics and science instruc

tion.) Many of these programs have strong Congressional sponsors. 


Because of the scope and complexity of the Act and its politics it is not possible 

within this appendix ro aet out detailed specifications of proposalS for reauthorization. 

It is possible, however, to sketch out some of the principles which should drive the 

reauthorization, with special attention to Chapter 1, and to establish. rough tlmetable 

for working on the Act. 


Principles for Re-authorization of Hawkins-Stafford 

AchieVing the National Education Goals provides a fundamental rationale for 
reauthorization proposals. In the past the changes to Chapter 1 and to Title vn and the .• '\ 
creation or modification of other general support or categorical programs in ESEA have .J 
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not been developed In the context of an overall set of national education goals or strate
gies for achieving these goals. This must change. Five principles should drive the reau
thorization: 

Focus on outcom£S and high standards for all: 'The driving focus for all of the pro

grams In the new authcrization ought to be bringing all students the opportunity to 

succeed In achieving high performance standards. For example, the targeted students 

In Chapter 1 and TItle Vll and other programs ought to be expected to perform to the 

same standards as other, more "educationally advantaged" students In their states . 


. Focus on supporting sysll!mic state and 10000I.reform in order to help provide all students, 
.tsp<cialIy the most needy, the resource. necessary to give them the opportunity to attain high 
stall! ptrjornumce standards: 'The general service programs such as Chapter 2 and the 
Eisenhower Math/Science program must be focused on addressing as a top priority the .' 
systemic changes necessary to assure that all·.schools that serve identified populations 
are of high quality. This means building a strong state and local district capacity to 
train incoming teachers, provide substantial professional development to present teach
ers, develop high quality CIll'riculum materials, and design assessments which are In 
line with the state content standards. 

ra'8<'t resources on the highest poverty schools: Though politically difficult, the pop
ulation-specific categorical programs such as Chapter 1 and TItle Vll should be focused 
on the schools with the highest concentrations of poor and otherwise especially needy 
students. 

Esl4blish school accountabt1ily for performance and results: States must have a sys
tem of incentives, Interventions, and other consequences which reward improvements 
in school and school district performance and effectively tum around instances of con
tinued poor or declining, schoolor district performance. 

Build strong Ttu.tiJmships with other strVice sectors whlchinterad directly with schools: 
This includes the health sector, adult education, and the labor tra1n1ng sector. 'There are 
a variety of places within Hawkins-Stafford:where this could be strengthened Including 
Outpterl. 

The ESEA legislative Schedule 

The House and the Senate each plan to hold hearings on the Hawkins-Stafford 
Amendments. during the early months of 1993. It Is incumbent on the new administra
tion to have a fully prepared bill ready for Congress by April 15, 1993. 

Under a fast timeline, the House Subcommittee on K-12 education would begin 
to mark up a bill In early summer, perhaps late Mayor early June. With more to do, the 
Senate Committee probably would not begin to mark up • bill until later in the sum· 
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mer, even under an a~celerated schedule" It is very important that the bill marked up in 
both the House and the Senate be the administration's bill" """) 

This means that the Administration (the Secretary and possibly the President) 
must meet as soon as possible with Congressmen KJldee and Ford and with Senators 
Kennedy and Pell to work out a schedule for ~onsideration of Hawkins-Stafford, and 
arrange with them for subcommittee markup of the Administration bills. 

,'":,' 

• 

:) 
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Appendix 2: America 2000 

You need to decide what to do about America 2000. America 2000 is currently 
housed in !he Department of Education with funding from !he Secretary of Education's 
Discretionary Fund, Like so many of the Bush Administration efforts, this never 
amounted to much more than a PR effort. States, cities and schools were urged to 
become"America 2000 states," and "America 2000 Schools." They pledged to adopt 
!he National Education Goals and figure out how to meet !hem. 

When they so designated ~lves, !he Secretary recognized !hem and added 
them to !he list. There was always an implication of money somewhere down !he road. 
In fact, !he rhetoric specifically said that to receive America 2000 money, it was neces
sary to be in an America 2000 state. Many communities believed what !hey were told 
and started the process, with little or no capacity to make any decision or judgement· 
regarding education or school reform which would look different from business .s 
usual. 

The question for us is whether that enthusiasm and effort can be captured and . 
redirected to support the overall education goals of this administration. We recom
mend that we look for a graceful way to encourage communities to continue their 
reform efforts under a different rubric. 
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A NATIONAL CRIME 


STRATEGY 

In 1992, for the first time In decades, Democrats were able to neutralize the crime 

issue. This happened not only because of your solid record on crime, and Bush's spotty 
one, but because you put forth Innovative crime fighting ideas that showed ordinary 
people you cared about their safety. 

This chapter fleshes out the important crime proposals you .discussed during the 
campaign: putting 100.000 new police on our streets; passing the Brady Bill; promoting' 
community-based policing; and combating violence against women. 

1. 	 100,000 More Police on our Streets 
2. Stopping Gun Violence 

'3. Boot Camps 

4. 	 Expanded Drug Treatment 
5. 	 Safe Schools Program 
6. 	 Fighting Gang Violence 
7. 	 VIOlence Against Women 
B. 	 Death Penalty Reforms 

i. 	 9. A Commission to Study Habeas Corpus Reform 
10, White Colla~ and Environmental Crimes 
11. 	 Crime Mlscellany . 

We believe these proposals shOuld be sent up toCongre5Sas an omnibus crime 
package at the opening of the session. This package 'would pass quickly; demonstrate 
that you Intend to keep your campaign promises; prove that you truly ate a different 
kind of Democrat; and make a tangible difference In the lives of -ordinary Americans. 

Each of these lnitistives is Significant In its own right. Combined, they would 
represent the most sweeping federal assault on crime In Our nation's history. 



100,000 NEW POLICE OFFICERS 

No single crlme-fighting idea you talked about was as revolutionary as putting 
"100,000 more police on our streets." It is good policy and good politics - simply stat
ed, more' cops means better protection. Currently, there are only 500,000 police in 
America. Thus, we are proposing a Significant, 20% increase. 

We propose putting 100,000 more police officers on the street by the end of FY97 
through the Police Corps, • plan for military retirees, and increased aid to local law 
eruorcement. This will also meet your campaign pledge to expand assistance to local 
law eruorcement for community policing. 

Police Corps 

The Police Corps will provide four-year college scholarsllips of $7,500 pe, year in 
exchange for four years of service as a police officer. Students must also participate in 
two summer training programs, paid for by the program, to prepare them to serve 
upon graduation. At the outset, the Corps will wo provide "retroactive" scholatshlps: 
forgiving a student's debt up to the maximum amount in exchange for a prospective 
four year commitment to serve. The Police Corps willpUI 50,000 new officers on the 
streets by the end of FY97. We will also provide funds for scholarships for existing 
pollee officers, to enable them to advance and complete their educations. 

One budget issue deserves special attention. Since its inception, the Police Corps 
has had a ·soft underbelly:" the question of who will pay the Police Corps graduates. 
As origina.lly conceived, the incentive to hire Corps graduates Was the promise that 
they could be paid'sub-standard wages and benefits. This element of the plan was 
dropped many years age to appease police groups. To overcome this deficiency, and to 
insure that the Police Corps plan works in practice, we propose that the federal govem

, ment subsidize a portion of the graduates' pay, a stipend of $5,000 annually per Corps 
member hired, paid 10 the employing pollce force".The cost of this stipend is' $400 mil
lion annually when the Corpa Is fully operational - but we believe it is necessary to 
fadlitate the implementation of the Police Corpa plan. ,This plan is consistent with your 
national service propcsal. but Is separate from the National Service Trust Fund, We 
believe that Congress Is more likely 10 fund, and police groups more likely 10 support, a 
freestanding ROTC-5tyle program that recognizes the rigorous nature of police work. 
In short, pollee groups don't want 10 deal with rookie cops who will only be around lor 
one or two years. 

Transfer ofMilitary Personnel to Police Work 

We propose assisting Individuals who are involuntarily separated or retire from 
military service in making a transition to police work. In return for working in law 
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enforcement, former servicemen will continue to receive credit toward retirement bene
fits as if they were still in the service. This will provide an attractive inoentive for indi
viduals to choose a law enforcement career, help us downsize the post-Cold War mili
tary on a voluntary basis, and help local police forces reduce their pension costs. We 
estimate that this program will put 25,000 new officers on our, streets by the end of 
FY97. 

, Re-Hiring Laid Off Police Officers 

During the last few years, thousands of police officers have lost their jobs due to 
fiscal pressures on city governments and the recession. Helping cities rehire laid-off 
police ,officers is essential to our relations with police groups, who will resent new hir
ing andiraining while experienced police officers are out of work. It is also good policy 
- why force departments to hire rookies when experienced officers can't find work? . 
This will put approximately 29,000 more police on the streets. 

Putting Federal Police Back to Work 

We will redeploy approximately SOO federal agents to the streets from their cur
rent administrative and inw-priority jobs in federal agencies. 

Expanding Aid to Local Law Enforcement/Community Policing 

To fulfill our campaign pledge to increase aid to local law enforcement agendes, 
we propose raising the funding for the Byrne grant, the basic federal grant to state and 
local law enforcement, from $550 million to $1 billion. The increase in funds would be 
used to help cities develop community policing plans and to provide additional crime 
,assistance to emergency crime areas. We also suggest renaming the grant the 
Byrne/Gould grant, in honor of Officer James Gould, a slain policeman whose life 
could have been saved had the Brady Bill been law. 

. STOPPING GUN VIOLENCE 
" • ,~" 1 • 

During the campaign, you committed to three prominent gun-related legislative 
proposals, which should be sent to Congress immediately., 

The Brady Bill 

The version of the Brady Bill we believe you should support is the Mitchell
KohJ-Gore compromise text - the ouIy version of the Brady Bill to have passed both 
the House and Senate. This version subjects commercial handgun sales to a five bUs;
ness-day waiting period during which law enforcement is required to make a "reason
able ef!ort" to determine whether or not there is any legal impediment to the pun:has
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er's owning the gun. It also creates a National Felon Identification System that could 
eventually make it possible 10 conduct a point-<>f-purchase background' check on indi
viduals buying fireamts through a licensed gun dealer. Finally, it provides funding for 
the computerization of state and local record systems to complete the national system. 

A Ban on Semiautomatic Assault Weapons 

This proposal would prohibit the possession and transfer of 13 types of new 
semi-automatic assault weapons specifically named and listed in the bill - weapons 
favored by gangs and drug dealers. It also applies the prohibition to copies of the listed 
assault weapons, so thaI manufacturers cannol evade the law by renaming the listed 
weapons or making minor or cosmetic changes. The bill would allow the Secretary of 
the Treasury to recommend to Congress thet firearms be added to or removed from the 
list Also, it prohibits the future production; sale or possession of ammunition feeding' 
devices holding more than 10 rounds. .:: 

Frankly, a ban on semiautomatic assault weapons is not likely to pass Congress, 
but its proposal fulfilJs an Important campaign promise. 

Enhancing Penalties for Gun Crimes 

We would increase the penalties for the use of guns in selected, extremely seri
ous offenses: ten years instead of five for using a semi-automatic firearm in the course 
of. drug-trafficking or violent felony and stiffer penalties for possession of a firearm by 
persons with a previous conviction for a violent felony or serious drug offense. 

Bar leaders and judges may oppose the penalties, but we believe that their inclu
sion is an Important sign of your balanced approach on the gun issue: supporting both 
reasonable limits on fireamts and increased penalties on gun criminals. 

An Executive Order Banning Assault. Pistols , , ,r 

Finally, we recommend an Executive Orderoinstructiil.g:the Secretary of the 
1l:easury to take those steps necessary to ban the' Importation of assault pistols. Under 

,cunent Isw, you cannot take such action directly by Executive Order. 

The importation of assault rifles is currently banned due to a 1989 Bush 
Executive Order. The NRA may oppose your order, but less strenuously than other 
measures since their funding comes from domestic gun manufactUring interests. 
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BOOT<i:AMPS 

, ' 

• 

During the campaign. you pledged !O expand boot camps. We would estab!.ish 
10 boot camps in the Federal Bureau of Prisons. primarily for use by state prisoners. 
These camps would be locared on closed military installations. Uke other boot camps. 
they would provide a highly regimenred schedule of physical training. work, remedial 
education and substance abuse treatment. Eligible prisoners would include drug 
offenders under age 25 with no serious prior conviction. 

In !he interim. you can issue an Executive Order. directing the Bureau of Prisons 
to immediately expand the number of boot camps for federal prisoners. One such boot 
camp now exists. but it is estimated that there are enough young federal drug offenders 
on waiting !.isIS to fill three to five more such camps. No legislation is required. 

DRUG TREATMENT 

During the campaign. you proposed expanded and tmproved drug treatment 
programs as key components of an effective anti-crlme strategy. In statements and 
speeches. you called for "treatment on demand; drug treatment in prisons. and treat
ment for pregnant addicts. 

We believe the only way to meet the "treatment on demand" goal is through 
health care refonn: ensuring that treatment for substance abuse is among the basic ser
vices offered by a national health insurance plan, The case for including drug treatment 
as a bask health service is justified by the catastrophic health consequences and costs of 
drug abuse. For example. an estimated 20% of the medical costs of AIDS cases  $3.2 
billion  are the direct result of IV drug abuse. The 400.000 annual drug overdoses 
tha! require emergency room treatment cost the health care system an estimated $400 
million every year. 

. . 
j 

In addition. we propose a few smaller programs that can help us develop innov
ative d.l:;1g treatment approaches in the future, 

Fxpantkd Testing: We propose creating a sma1l pUot drug testing and treatment 
program for offenders arrested and placed on probation for drug Crinies. Funding this 
program at $100 million would be sufficient to monltor 30.000 drug-addicted offenders 
- and provide badly needed information on how to run this type of program. If it is 
successful. it could be expanded in later years. 

Fighting AIDS Through Drug Treatment: This would permit states to authorize 
needle exchange programs that allow IV drug users to exchange used hypodermic 
syringes for clean syringes. Second. it would authorize interim methadone mainte
nance programs that allow methadone treatment without the accompanying therapy 
for a short time. until • therapy slot is avallable for the addict. 

..~J\' 
, 
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School-Based Efforts to Reach Drug-Addlded Children: According 10 the 
Household Survey on Drug Abuse, roughly 1.4 mlIIion 12-17 yeor-olds were regularly 
(at least once per month) abusing druga in 1991. While drug abuse among children has 
declined markedly aince 1985, the total is shockingly high. This proposal would center 
outreach efforts in our schools in an aggressive school-based education and health pro
gram. A school drug program could be a great way for you to involve sports stars in 
the fight against drugs. 

Drug Treatment Research: We should support continued research on new 
promising methods of treating drug abuse, including: 

• 	 . Aflercare: Supports the best treatments to provide continued therapy after 
the completion of format treatment. use of aftercare programs. 

• 	 Pharmacotherapies (This is the' term for using medicines'to treat drug 
abuse): Numerous promising medicines are currently being researched. 
This proposal fully fund. the existing Medications Development Program. 
pioneered by Senators Biden and Kennedy. The cost is $24 mlIIion annu
ally. 

SAFE SCHOOLS 

Rising crime and violence in our schools is disrupting the ability of Our students 
to leam - and taking too many young lives. Although precise figures are difficult to 
determine, the National Crime Survey reports that nearly 3 .mlIIion attempted or com
pleted crimes take place every year inside schools or on school property. That trans
lates into 16,000 crimes committed in schools every day - .~ut one every 6 seconds. 
These include approximately 60,000 aggravated assaults, 300,000 simple assaults, and 
70,000 weapons offenses. And everyday, approximately 135,000 youths enter schools 
carrying guns. 	 . 

As a result of the increase in violence in·our schools, a number of school districts 
and individual schools are taking steps both to prevent and IeSpoJId to crime in the 
schools. These measures often include physical facilities such as safer schoOl design. 
metal detectors, safety doors, and video surveillance equtpment Many schools have 
established security officers and employ professional security personnel. Others utilize 
parents to monitor hallways and restrict access to those with legitimate business. Some 
schools prepare for disaster with crtsis intervention plans and drive-by shooting drills. 

During the campaign, you pledged to launch a federal "Safe Schools initiative so 
that children could focus on learning again." To make good on this pledge, we propose 
establishing a grant program to help states develop the types 01 security and safety pto
grams described above. 
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We propose spending $100 million in grants to local educational agencies for the 

purpose of lighting crime and violence in our schools. The funds could be used for a 
broad range of anti-crime and safety measures, to include: education programs for 
crime and drug prevention; in-school counseling programs for victims of crime; crime 
prevention equipment, such as metal detectors and video surveillance devices; or p* 
vention and reduction of gang-related activities, 

FIGHTING GANGS 

Gang-related violence has been growing substantially for the lasl half-decade. in 
Los Angeles, gang membership grew from 45,000 in 1985 t9 over 90,000 lasl year, 
StatistiCally, virtually all of the record-breaking tallies for murder, robbery, and violent 
crime-are explainable by considering the epidemic rise of violent crime among people 
underage 25. By some measures, gangs have become the nation's leading organized 
crime problem. And in too many neighborhoods, young boys feel they must choose 
between belonging to a gang - or belonging to nothing at all, 

To light gangs, we propose: 

Juvenile Gang PreTJention Grants: Authorize $100 million for fiscal years 1994 to 
1996 to support innovative local programs that combat juvenile gangs and drug-related 
crime and provide alternatives to youth gangs, by, for example, putting Boys' and Girls' 
Cubs in public hOUSing projects, 

.IlICI'I!a•• Penalties fOT Criminal Gangs: Strengthen the penalties for use of juve
niles to distribute drugs near schools. and playgrounds, to protect young people from 
being used by drug dealers. ThIs initiative provides for enhanced penalties for second 
offenders who commit illicit drug or felony offenses in association with a street gang, 

:',Support MouE Gang Initiati"es: To further promote anti-gang programs, we 
propOSe'that the Attorney General reward l'fId highlight successful local initiatives with 
grants using the $50 million in existing Bureau of Justice Assistance discretionary 
grants, In this way, early in the Administration, you can highlight your commitment to 
addressing the problem of gang violence, .. 

" 
A Miiln/ght B ....ketball League: One of the most successful anti-gang programs 

is the Chicago Public Housing Authority's Midnight Basketball program, which gives 
kids a place to hang out and play ball late at night when most playgrounds are either 
closed Or racked by violence. The program has proved to be a very successful alterna
tive to gang membership or crime. ' . 

Some Members of Congress have called for a "Midnight Basketball Grant ) 
Program." Frankly, we think the government has got to stop thinking that the solution '
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to every problem is a grant: It would be more effective (and less expensive) if you sum
moned a few top NBA players like Magic Johnson, Larry Bird, arid Mlchael Jordan to 
the White House and asked them and their teammates to help set up a league through
out the country. The NBA would jump at the opportunity, even if they wound up foot
ing part of the bill, and the resulting publicity would make the program more effective 
than a federal grant program. Possibilities include having each NBA team set up • 
league in the city in which they are located. Obviously, endorsement of midnight bas
ketball by the President and Michael Jordan would convince more kids to participate. 
And the political possibilities are endless. 

THE VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMENAcr 
• 

American women are more at risk of being raped or. beaten than,women living . 
in any other industrialized nation. An American woman is 10 times mc?l'e likely to be 
raped than a woman In Italy; 40 times more likely than a Japanese wOl'l!"". Domestic 
violence is the leading single cause for emergency room visits by women In this coun
try. Worse, violent assaults on WOmen are on the rise. In fact, from the years 1974 to 
1990, violent crimes against men actually fell slightly In thi. country - but violent· 
crimes against women went up almost 50%. During the campaign, you pledged to 
·support and sign" the Violence Against Women Act. The Act was first proposed in 
1990 by Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman Joseph Biden, and was sPonsored in the 
House by Rep. Barbara Boxer, who made it a.substantial element of her successful 
Senate campaign. We propose to advance the Act in .the form thet the Senate Judiciary 
Committee approved it. 

The Violence Against Women Act is composed of five titles; each addressing a 
different facet of the problem: 

Safo Streets for w.mI.n: This combats rape by increasing the sentences for the 
offense; requiring rapists to pay mandatory restitution to theJi victims; and extending 
the rape .hield law to civil cases. Also, the Act provides grants for ~ policing, 
prosecutorial resources, ana prevention (e.g., street lights in:parks) In """as with high 
rates of sexual assaults . 

.. 'Safr Homes for Women: This combats domestic violence by requJringall states 
to recognize the Validity of a spousal stay-away order issued in another state; creating a 
federal crime for crossing state lines to violate a stay-away order; and targeting funds to 
support the prosecution of spoUse abusers. 

Civil Rights for Women: This recognizes a woman's right to be free from violent 
attacks based on gender, and identifies such crimes as hate crimes for the first time 
under federal law - and creates a dvil rights cause of action for violations of that right. 
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Safe Campuses for W0llle!': This provision promotes rape prevention on college ~~ 
campUses. It passed as a separate bili last year., ' , j 

Equal Administration of Justice: This creates training programs lor state and 

federal judges to create awareness of, and knowledge of, violence against women. 


A federal' response to this problem is long overdue. It is an important and meaningful 

campaign promise you should keep: 


THE 	FEDERAL DEATH PENALTY 

There Is widespread support in Congness for a federal death penalty law, to pro

vide procedures for reinstitution of the death penalty for federal homicide offenses and . 

to expand the death penalty to new offenses. We advocate a lederal death penalty law 

for 54'of the 56 offenses induded in the House version of the Crime Bill. Those 54 


, 	 offenses would include first degree murder, drive-by Shootings, and gun-telated violent 
crime. It would not, however, indude non-homicidal offenses such as treason or being 
a drug king-pin. 

We would also establish death penalty procedures based on those found in the 

Conference Report on the Crime Bill: 


,.• 	 Death eligibility only for persons 18 and older, and a ban on the execution 
of the retarded; 

• 	 A requinement of an intent to IdIl for homicidal offenses; 

• 	 Jury instructions to insure a rigorous understanding of the appropriate
ness of sentencing options - with counsel standards for capital cases; 

':',' Umits to insure that the law applies equally on Indian reservations. 

More contentious is the question of "racial justice" provisions: measures spon

sored by civll rights groups that would enact a federal law to ban state executions based 

on statistical imbalances in the race of defendants or victims in capital cases. From a 

dvll rights perspective, a crime bill without a "racial justice" provision is a federal sanc· 

tion of radst justice. From a prosecutor's perspective, winning Ii federal death penalty 

law which affects 5 cases per year, but comes linked with a "racial justice" provision 

that forbids 2,000 state capital sentances annually is no victory at all. 


While the Racial Justice Act has commendable intentions, we cannot recommend 
its inclusion in a Clinton crime bill. It was rejected by both Houses of Congress last 
year, and stands no realistic prospect of enactment. It will arouse intense ire from pros- ~J 
ecutors across the country. 
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Instead, we would recommend that in sending the death penalty legislation to 
Congress, the President take three steps: ' 

• 	 First, direct the Justice Department to study the issue of radal basis in 
capital sentencing in state systems, and present recommendations for 
addressing any disparities found in those systems. . 

• 	 Second, implement rigid prosecutorial guidelines to Insure that no such 
disparities arise in a new, federal death penalty regime. 

• 	 Third, issue an Executive Order to.guard against· racial discrimination in 
the implementation of the federal death penalty. 

HABEAS CORPUS REFORM 

The single most contentious issue in past crime bill debates; habeas reform, is a 
no-win proposition. Though it is hard to believe, this issue - along with gun control 
- sunk a ~OO-p.ge omnibus crime bill that had overwheiming support in all other 
respects. This highly technical, difficult issue can ruin an anti-crime package -'- and 
must be dealt with carefully by the new administration. 

During the campaign, you promised to support "reform of death penalty 
appeals.· But in comments on these reforms, you embraced a wide variety 01 plans, 
saying, for example, that both the ABA reform proposal and a plan prepared by retired 
Justice LeWis Powell "have merit." To practitioners, these two proposals are as differ
ent as night and day. 

Whatever proposal you offer in this area will be viewed as retreating on aper
ceived eampalgn pledge, The defense bar expects you to move towards the ABA plan; 
the prosecutors expect you to move towards the Powell Report - and you cannot do 
both, 

The best answer may be to do neither. We recommend that our legislation pro
pose a Presidential study commission to examine the habeas reform question, and offer 
answers within one year, This is good politics. and will help pass our crime bill quickly. 

" . It is also a good way to bring some clarity to an issue that has overheated beyond rea
son. 

WHITE COLLAR AND ENVIRONMENTAL CRIME 

White coU.r and environmental crimes are two of the hottest areas of federal law 
enforcement in the 19905. The number, scope, and nature of the prosecutions are 
expanding - and the'public', interest and demand for justice against the "robber 
barons" and "polluters" of the 19805 is pushing this trend further and further along. 
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The major cl:uInges needed in this area are not in the law but in the way the law 
is enforced. Tough new federal statutes have been enacted in each of these fields in the ''''i) 
past five years. The failure of the past four years has not been the lack of legal weapons 
to attack"aime in the suites," but the lack of political will'to do so.. 

The principal emphasis here, therefore, should be not on new policy measures, 

but on a new tone and a new approach - coming down just as hard on peOple who rob 

banks with pencils as we do on those who rob banks with pistols. We propose; 


White Collar Crime En/orcmtent: This would authorize additional FBI agents, 

Assistant U.S. Attorneys, and other investigators and prosecutors to step up federal 

investigation and prosecution of white collar crime. It places a particular focus on 

financial institution fraud, and on obtaining restitution from those gullty of fraud. 


':;'Health Car. Fraud En/orcement: This legislation increases the penalties for 

health care fraud; assigns new FBI agents to track down such fraud; and creates speci.l 

task forces to detect, investigate, and prosecute these crimes. It also makes full restitu

tion for fraud. major enforcement priority. 


Environmental Crimes Act: This proposal, drawn from the 1991 Crime Bill, 

would require that a judge sentencing a corporation found gullty of an environmental 

felony add - on top of any other punishment - the requirement that the entity pay for 

an N environmental compliance audit." The audit would be a machanism for a court 

and for regulators to determine the company's current state of compliance with federal 

environmental laws. The Act would further order the Sentencing Commission to study 

the penalties assessed for environmental crimes, to determine if those penalties are suf· 

ficiently severe in light of the offenses and the need for deterrence. 


in addition, you eoUId Issue an executive order on white collar crime that would: 

,,- - . 
1. .',Create Financial Crimes Task forces in 2S cities - something that the Bush 

administration promised but never delivered. 


2. Make White Coi.lar Crime prosecution a clear priority, with an emphasis on regn· 
. tution to viciuns. . 

3. Address !he need for stepped-up enforcement of environmental aimes. 

MISCELLANEOUS PROPOSALS 

In addition to the major proposals outlined above, there are ten lesser provisions 

that merit inclusion in any Omnibus Bill that we rulght craft. 
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NAtionAl Child Protection Act 

Often known as the ·Oprah Bill," because the moving force behind it Is Oprah 
Wmfrey, this legislation establishes a national computerized database against which 
names of potential school teachers and day care workers can be checked. The database 
would include criminal history information - essentially, a finished version of the cur
rently rudimentary NOC system. States that have such systems have found that as 
many as 1 in 20 applicants for positions as school teachers or day care workers have 
prior convictions for violent crimes, sexual offenses, or child abuse. The need for a 
national database is obvious. 

Crime Victims· Victims' Rights and Restitution Act 

ThIs provision establishes a federal Wictims Bill of Rights,· similar to what most. 
states have now adopted. It also exparids the use of restitution to victims as a sentence 
in federal court cases. The victims provlsion also'inaeases the funds available to vic
tims by removing the Ncap" on the Victims' Fund: the fund that collects fines paid by 
offenders and distributes the money to victims. Currently, when the collections to the 
Fund exceed $150 million, all other fines are sent to the general treasury. ThIs amounts 
to nothing mote than a second theft from a crime victim, and should be teVersed. 

Law Enforcement Family Support 

ThIs provides grants to state programs that aid the families of slain law enforce
ment officers, It Is • small ($5 million) but emotionally important program to law 
enforcement. 

Civil Rights Suits 

ThIs Is a modest provision that allows the Attorney General to sue pollce depart
ments for civil rights violations where he/she determines that thete is a ·pattern or 
practice" of poUce abuse in the community, In light of the Rodney King case, this 
would be a smart move. : 

Study Rights ofPolice Officers 

ThIs provision orders a study of "Pollee Officer Bill of Rights" proposals. It was 
• compromise between those who favor such legislation, and those who oppose it. It 
should be included in any omnibus bill to maintain that compromise. 

12 




Rural Crime 

This is a $50 million, comprehensive program to address the exploding problem 
of aime and drug In rural communities. The program provides high caliber tralnlng to 
small rural police foices on new developments In crime control; targets some drug 
treatment funds to smal! rural communities; and provides excess equipment from fed· 
eral supplies to rural law enforcement agencies. Rural crime is an increasing problem 
- and is growing in salience as a political issue. This is a valuable program with a 
small price tag. 

Miscellaneous Drug Control 

< Two minor provisions: The first tries to limit the export of so-called "precursor 
chemicals" - the chemicals used to manufacture cocaine - to Latin America. The sec· « 

and is a minor reform provision needed to address technical problems in existing drug 
treatment grant programs. 

Drunk Driving Child Protection Act . 

This If;gislation provides a one-year sentence enhancement when a driver is can· 
victed of driving drunk with a child as a passenger In a car. 

Illegal Drug Profits Act 

This legislation merely requires local courts and jails to file papers akin to 
Currency Transaction Reports (CTRs) whenever someone pays SlO'()oO or more in cash 
baiL It is a sensible, no cost proposal that may help the IRS track drug profits. 

Protections for the Elderly 

< This proposal raises the penalties for crimes committed against pel'S!>n5 who are 
65 or older. The enhancements vary depending on the crime. 

J13 



ADVISERS CONSULTED 

We have consulted with a wide variety of individuals and groups in an effort to solicit 
their input on the aime initiatives. 

Memb... of the Clinton/Core Crime and Drug Advisory Group 

Mark Gittensttin. Mayer, Brown &Platt (former chief counsel to Senate Judiciary). 
Gail Hoffman, former Legislative Dinlctor to Handgun Control, Inc.. 
Eugene Ludwig, Covington &. Burling 
Charles Ruff. Covington &. Burling 
Laurie Robinson, American Bar Association 
Cheryl Anthony Epps, former Legislative Counsel to The International Chiefs of Police 
Dennis EAd:lry, Friend of NJ Attorney General Bob Del Tufa ; 
Michael Zeldin, Counsel, October Surprise Task Force . . . 
Mathea FoleD, Chief Drug Policy Advisor 
Mitch Rosenthal, President, Phoenix House 
Leslie Thornton, Brand & Lowell 
N. Pettr KDstapulos, Watt, Tieder, Killian &. Hoffar 

Chairman Joe Blden· Senate 1udlclary Committee 

Chris Putala, Professional Staff 
VIC/oria Nourse, Counsel 

Chairman Chuck Schumer· House Judiciary Crime Subcommittee 

Andy Fois, ChJef Counsel 

Senator DeConcini 

Dennis Burke, Counsel ,un Olrlsgard, Professional Staff Member 

Charlie Rangel· House Select Commlttee on Narcotics 

Ed Jurith, Staff Dinlctor/Genenal Counsel 

Hon. Don Edwards· Subcommittee on Clvil and Constitutional Rights 

Ginny Sloan, Counsel 
Jim Dempsey, Counsel 
Hon. Edward Feighan. Brady BlI! Sponsor 
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Leah Curowitz, former counsel , . 
Bert Bl'lItuienburg, former counsel 

Senator Herbert Kohl· Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice 

Jon Lebowitz, cruef Counsel/Staff Director 

National Association of Police Organizations 

Jules Bernstein, Legislative Counsel (also represents the Federal Law Enforcement 
Officers Association) 

International Association of Chiefs of Police 
j 

SterJt Harris, President 
&y Kime, Legislative Counsel 
Dan Rosenblatt, Executive DireCtor 

Police Executive Research Forum 

Marthn Plotkin, Associate Director ' 

International Brotherhood of Police Officers ' 

Oris Sullivan, Legislative Representative 

International Union of Police Associations 

Robert KJiesmet, PresIdent 
Sam Cabl'lll, Secretary-Treasurer 

Combined Law Enfol'(ement Associations of Texas 

Ron D<!Lord, President 

National Association of Attorneys General 

Christine MiIliken, Executive Director and General Counsel 
Lynne Ross, Deputy Director and Legislative Director 
Usa K. Wells Harris, Civil Rights and Criminal Law Counsel 

National Association of District Attorneys :J 
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Dwight Price, Executive DiIector 
Ctzbell C. Cr<!pfIff, DiIector, American Prosecutors Reseatcl\ institute (APRI) 
P.tridA Toth, Director, APRI's National Center for Prosecution of Child Abuse 
Thrry Farley 

National League of Cities 

T-I Quist 

National Governors' Association 

Nolan Tones, Committee Director, Justice Group 

National Criminal Justice Associations 

Gwen Holden, Executive Vice Ptesident 

National Organization for Victim Assistance 

Mi1rlme Young, Executive DiIector 
John Stein, General Counsel 

National Association of C:rimInal Justice Planners 

Judicii! Conference Committee on Criminal Law 

Hon. Vmcenl Broderick 

Handgun Control, Inc . . 
Berni4Horn 

PoUceCotpG 

Adam Walinsky 

American Civil Uberties Union 

National Association of C:rimInal Defense Lawyers 
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COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT 

When you came back (rom lOuring the stmets of South Central L.A. in the wake 
of the riots, you predicted that despite .11 the media attention, Presidential fanfare, and 
Congressional breaslbeatlng, a year would pass and nothing in South Central would 
change. You were right. We must find a way in your Administration to arrest the dete
rioration of America's great cities and close the gap between the urban poor and the 
rest of the country. As Bob Rubin has argued, our cities are rapidly becoming a mill
stone around the neck of the economy - and the decline of community in America is 
eating at our soul. 

We believe it is time to chart • new course which will help restore hope in the 
cities. In the 19605 and 1970s, urban leaders, federal officials, and policy experts viewed 
federal'Urban policy as a question of dollars - the more you spent, the better the poli
cy. Unfortunately. these past efforts failed to achieve their goals The country is dotted 
with urban white elephants which looked good on paper but failed to increase the qual
ity of life. 

Our first answer to the problems in our cities must be a radical expansion of 
individual opportunity - empowering every American with a chance to Improve their 
own lives. A domestic policy for the nation which includes national health care, guar
anteed access to college loans, apprenlioeship programs lor non..:ollege bound youth, 
and a growing economy will do more for America's cities than.any amount 01 targeted 
fiscal.id . 

. Second, we need 10 recognize thai the long-term recovery of America's great 
cities must be predicated on urban economic recovery. The key to healthy cities is the 
restoration of private enterprise to our inner cities . 

.Fina1Iy, our programs cannot simply pour money into federal or city bureaucra
cies. They must empower people and grass roots organizations to help themselves. The 
solution to our pressing urban sodal problems Is nol "more of the same: but hard. 
work leavened with innovation, grass roots empowerment, and hope. 

ThiS chapter proposes three major initiatives to restore the American dream to 
our cities; 

1. A Network of Community Development Banks 
2. Comprehensive Enterprise Zones 
3. Housing Empowerment 

These initiatives do not represent a comprehensive urban recovery plan - turning our 
cities around will take more than federal programs. But they will help expand private ,_) 
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enterprise, create new jobs, and increase the availability of affordable housing through
out our dtles. . 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BANKS 

During the campaign, you pledged to establish a nationwide network of com
munity development banks (COBs). As proven, cost-effective ways to expand the 
availability of credit in areas underserved by traditional lending institutions, they are a 
cornetlltone of our urban development strategy. More credit means empowerment 
an expanded opportunity to start or expand a small business, buy or renovate a home, 
<lr borrow for education and training. Of aU the ideas you talked about in the cam
paign. developmeilt banks have perhaps the greatest potential to radically improve 
conditions in our tities. . 

. 	 _.. 

Despite their impressive track record during the 19805, community development 
banks have not spread throughout the country because of two barrierS: the lack of 
information to guide prospective bank operators on bow to start and successfully oper
ate a community development bank and a shortage of start-up capital To address these. 
barriers, our plan to create a nationwide network of development banks includes two 
important features, 

1. 	 A national information clearinghouse and support system to help 
prospective develqpment bank operaturs start and run a profitable, sodal
Iy constructive institution. 

2. 	 A series of federal capital formation assistance qptions that will dramati
cally expand the amount of capital available for develqpment bank start
up without creating enormous finandalliabilities for the federal govern
ment. 

In our plan, both of these missions will be accomplished by.• single independent 
. institution - tha National Community Development Trust. ". 

National Community Development Thlst 

The National Community Development 1h!st will be responsible for implement
ing the develqpment bank strategy. The Trust would have two main tasks: 

1. 	 Establishlog and investing in • nationwide network of CDBs and related 
community investment institutions. 

2. 	 Supporting these institutions with technical 8s.~tance and serving as a 
clearinghouse for a wide variety of management assistance information. 



Because the Trust will be one of the first new government entities established f," 
during the Clinton era, we need to take every step to guarantee that it is a successful, ) 
Innovative, "reinvented" operation and not just another b\IfCaucracy. For this reason, 
we believe the Trust should be an independent agency rather titan falling under. par
ticular department Ilke HUD or Treasury, 

As James Q. Wilson writes in his book Burtllucracy, nothing is more harinful to a 

new program or organization titan assigning it to a larger, established department with 

a eonructing sense of mission or a lack of commitment to excellence. Making the Trust 

an independent agency would give it added prestige and political autonomy. But more 

important, it would let the staff develop their own sense of mission and operating pro

cedures without interference from the outside. 


"- . 

,Jor, example, placing the Trust in HOD, perhaps the most poorly managed 

department in the government, would guarantee that HOD's pathetic management 

ethic would be transferred to your program - perhaps with fatal results, In addition, it 
, 
would place the Trust's funding stream at risk because the permanent HUD bureaucra
cy would constantly attempt to move its funding to one of HUD's more traditional pre>
grams, like HOME, Rural constituencies might also feel slighted if the Trust was locat
ed in an agency that has a primary focus on urban issues. Placing the Trust at Treasury 
would make sense given the fact that COBs are financial institutions. However, the 
program's community development mission might get slighted at an agency with no . 'community development orientation. Thus, we recommend Creating an independent 

entity. ' 


The Trust would receive an authorization of $8SO million over five years. The 

Trust would be run by • President and Board of Directors. The President of the Trust 

would be a Senate confirmed, Presidential appointee. The board would be comprised 

of representatives from the Small Business Administration, the Treasury Department, 

HUD,,~griculture, the bank regulatory agencies, community development financial 

institu~ons, and other televant community groups. 


CreaUiii a Community Detlelopment Bank Network 

Our network will consist of relatively large, cherteted community development 

banks supplemented by a broad amly of smaller, less formal community lending insti
tutions. 

Currently, there are only a few community development banks in operation, of 

which South Shore and Elk Hom are the best known. These institutions are banks: 

chartered, regulated, insured for-profit depOSitory institutions IISSOCiated in bank hold

ing companies with spedal1'urpose subsidiaries providing technical assistance to the 
bank and bank customers. Although their low-default experience and overall economic ,',J 
success indicate that having a chartered depOSitory institution within a bank holding 
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company is the best coxporate structure for a COB, these banks are difficult to establish 
because they require a great amount of capital and must meet tough standards in order 
to qualify for deposit insurance. Attempting to build a network of similar institutions 
in a few short years w9uld be extremely risky. . 

Several other types of community financial institutions have been very success
ful in providing much needed credit and investment to distressed communities. For 
example, community development loan funds, community development corporations. 
microenterprlse funds and other non-profit groups have a great deal of experience and 
success in promoting community development in under served areas. 

Our program would create a network that includes all these types of institutions. 
This approach will take advantage of the great pool of knowledge and experience that 
already exists in the community development community by assisting grass roots lend., 
ing 9perations already underway, while .slowly developing. strong network of safe 
and sound development banks. A narrow, exclusive "COB-only" progia:m would make 
inadequate use of the human resources and substantial expertise thafcumntly exists 
outside of chartered institutions. In addition, such an approach would greatly decrease 
the support of the many grass roots organizations and individuals who are needed to ' 
'makea federal program work but are more comfortable with less imposing, less formal 
models than South Shore. 

Under the proposed .program. federal assistance would be avallable to the entire 
range of community development financial institutions (CORs). For example, the fed
eral government could provide a small capital matching conlribution to help a group of 
citizens and community organizations start a new non-profit community development 
loan fund; or, a technical assistance grant could be provided to an existing state char
tered community development credit union thet wanted to expand its business or geo
graphic area. 

Although structum:l to assist all types of COFls, the federal program would 
favor COBs as the highest form of community development financial institution on the 
evolutionary chain. The program would 'recognize that, as ·cluirteied;·ii:tsured entities • 

. COBs have the greatest abiUty to leverage funds, the'greatest potential to realize 
economies of scale, and thE. abiUty to attract and retain sophisticated lending and man
'agement staff_ Thus, the federal program would encourage but not requlre COFls 
which have reached a certain size and level of sophisticatlon to eventually become char
tered depository institutlons. 

This flexl'ble approach will allow individual community groups to follow a strat
egy that best fits the unique needs of their community and Is best suited for their talents 
and resources, and to receive federal assistance as long as they meet a strict community 
purpose and community involvement test. 
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Selecting Network Participants 

To receive financial or technical assistance from the National Community 
Development Trust, acommunity institution would have to be part of our national 
community development network. Membership would hinge 01\ three principal qualifi
cations. First, a group would have to exhibit a primary, explicit and very public com
mitment to community development in • targeted area. Second, the CDR's loans and 
investments would have to be directed at supporting community development - with 
more than 75 percent of its loans and investments directed toward development in tar
geted communities. In addition, perhaps the most important qualification for federal 
assistance would be • demonstrated ability to manage a CDR. 

,Two concerns emerge in the application process. First, the danger that the, 
proceSS:will become too subjective and indetertninate. Second, that tha program will be 
subject to political pressure in Congress. Recogniting both of these concerns, it is 
essential that the Trust consider a number of additional selection criteria, including! 

• 	 Leverage - the number of nonfederal dollars in capital or other support 
relative to each federal dollar in support. 

• 	 Sustainabillty after expiration of goverrunent support. 
• 	 Need for federally-supported credit in defined semce area. 
• 	 Expertise In technical assistance. 

This last criterion is exirarnely important. It is generally agreed that many small 
borrowers default not because of economic conditions, but rather because of ignorance 
about management, IJnaru:iaI, and legal matters. Existing CDFIs have shown that with 
active guidance and credit counseling, low income residents of distressed areas can be 
extremely credit worthy. This counseling is key - CDFIS simply won't succeed without 
helping their borrowers achieve success, 

Aocordingly, providing technical and development assistance services to CDFl 
borrowers is a top criterion for network membership. These services are a necessary 
complement to CDR lending ~ctivity In order to reduce default rates. Technical assis
tance to Individual borrowers would be provided by each network member either 

, directly through a subsidiary or affiliate, or by contracting for such consulting services 
through a local organization such as a CDC As an additional option, several CDFls 
could form a regional Technical Advisory Group that would service borrowers or man
agement of several institutions. The National Office would weigh the availability of 
such services in awarolng CDR financial support. . , ' 

Capitalizing Network Members 

The National Community Development Trust would help institutions accumu
late or expand their start-up and operating capitaL individuals or entities applying to 
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establish. new CDFI or expand an existing one would choose the capitalizatIon/finan
cial .ssistance options that best lit their needs and prospects. The choice of one option 
wouldn't necessarily preclude the concurrent or future use of others. The options (dis
cussed in detail in the appendix of this chapter) would include: 

• 	 Federal matching grants for capital
• 	 Grants for technical assistance and development services 
• 	 Direct loans and loan guarantees for technical assistance or capit.l pro

jects
• 	 Access\membership in the Federal Home Loan Bank System
• 	 A tax credit to individuals or entities who invest in CDFIs 
• 	 Community Reinvestment ACt (CRA) credit for banks who assist CDFIs 

Providing Iechnical Support and an Information Clearinghouse 

In addition to providing financial assistance, the National Trust would provide 
information and technical support as well. One of the central challenges facing existing , 
and newly established CDFIs is the shortage of experience in and information about the 
development and management of their particular type of institUtion. The National Trust 
would establish an information clearinghouse for the productive exchange of informa
tion about communlty-development lending and management This would allow for 
the dissemination and duplicatio,n of innovations - a way fOr CDFIs to learn easily 
from the mistakes and successes of others. Some resources should also be made avail
able to support feasibility studies, business-plan development, and application prepara
tion. 	 ' 

The National Trust would have a staff of consultants to work with community 
groups and ba:riks to improve their operations and help develop community develop
ment and'lending projects. Shore Bank has successfully operated such a consulting 
team on a small scale for a number of years. 

Starling OffRight 

Be<:ause the Trust needs to get off on.the right foot, we suggest tapping members 
of the Shore Bank and Elk Horn staffs t6 run and staff the operation. We believe this 
could go along way toward the creation of a successful operation. 
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During the ~a.mpaign, you called for the creation of enterprise zones to apur job 
creation and economic vil1llity in America'. inner dties. The theory behind enterprise 
zones is Simple. The government gives tax and regulatory incentives to businesses oper
ating in a designated area. This helps existing businesses in the zone to grow, and 
encourages entrepreneurs.to start new bUSinesses to take advantage of the incentives. 
The result, at least in theory, is a return of private enterprise and the availability of jobs 
in previously destitute areas. 

Enterprise zones remain extremely controversial. Uberals attack them for being 
"trickle-down". Many economists believe the zones merely redistribute wealth geo
graphically instead of creating new wealth. The evidence from state and local experi
ments with zones is mixed. 

We believe you should go ahead and try enterprise zones on a large scale. 
Congress has been debating them for years. They have been passed twice by Congress 
in 1987 and 1992, only to be killed by the Reagan and Bush Administrations. And while 
there is no conclusive evidence that they will work, they clearly won't hurt. It is time 
we try them, give them time to work, and see what happens. America's cities are in 
great trouble, economicaily and sodally. The stakes are so high that any experiment 
which holds out the potential for success should be tried. 

History 

Since the early 1980s, 36 states and the District of Columbia have enacted enter· 
prise zone legislation, most offering only tax and regulatory incentives. Congress enact
ed federal enterprise zones in 1987 but the Administration refused to designate any 
zones.· In October of 1992, Congress passed H.R. 11, (the utban aid tax bill that Bush 
vetoe~:}n November), which included a proposal for Nerihanced enterprise zones." 

~".-

··As passed by both houses, H.R. 11 would enable up.to 50 enterprise zones by the 
end of 1996 to receive an average of $500 million per year in federal tax incentives. 
However, liberals opposed providing straight tax and regulatory relief - it so,!"ded 
too much like trickle-doWn, and would have been a feather in the conservatives' cap. 
Se they torpedoed straight tax relief, and added on increased sodal spending by $500 
million • year on a broad array of programs within each zone. 

,~,-'J'.. 
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A Clinton Enterprise Zone Proposal 

We recommend building on H.R. 11 but making some substantial improvements 
as well. We recommend creating the same number of zones as H.R. 11: 25 rural, 25 
wban. This compromise was the result of intense negotiation on the Hill that no one 
wants to go through again. However, our approach differs from the bill passed by 
Congress in two Significant ways: 

1. We believe that each zone should not receive a sman amount of additional 
spending on social programs as proposed in H.R. 11. Social programs are going to 
receive an enonnous boost nationwide under a Ointon Adminlstration - more than 
the authors of H.R. 11 thought possible. For example, we propose full funding of Wle, 
Head Start, and child immunization programs; a major expansion of the EITC; and a . 
major increase in aid to local law enforcement. Within this context,',,,,e advocate a 
return to the original intent of enterprise zOnes - providing business and employment 
incentives to help restore private enterprise to America's destitute inner cities and rural 
areas. 

These business incentives would be identical to those paSsed In KR. 11, to speed 
passage of the bill In the new Congress: an employer wage credit, increased SectIon 179 
expensing. capital gains exclusion, capital gains deferral, ordinary loss treatment for 
certain property, and a deduction for purchases of enterprise zone stock. 

2. The major criticism of enterprise zones from the left is that they do not provide 
jobs for inner city residents - workers simply commute in to work at businesses that 
have relocated to take advantage of lower taxes. In other words, trickle down doesn't 
work. We believe this critique has merit. However, the answer, In our opinion. is not 
that zones don't worl<. or that they must be supplemented by increases In targeted aid 
to urban governments or socia! programs. Instead, we believe each zone must be given 
special employment tax incentives to insure that zone residents do not Sll! left out In the 
cold. Assuming that poor residents are Intended to be the main recip!!mts of the ec0

nomic benefits of zones, we propose $250 million In additional· employment tax credits 
for employers who give joba to welfare recipients. This'will·ensure thet. zone benefits 
do accrue to the poor, while assisting our efforts to end welfare as we know It by sub

, stantially boosting the employment opportunities available to welfare recipients. 

HOUSING EMPOWERMENT 

America's housing programs are In bad shape. After twelve years of Republican 
rule, funding levels are low, programs are mismanaged, and the corporate ethic at HUD 
Is a disaster - arguably the WOl"&t of any federal department or agency. This is sad, 
because the need for a progressive, comprehensive housing policy has never been 
greater. Millions of Americans are homeless, public housing residents are trapped in a 
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web of squalor and dependency, there is a tremendous shortage of affordable rental 
units. -and the American dream of home ownership is slipping through our fingers. 

Throwing money at the problem won't work. In its current condition, HUD is 
part 01 the problem. not the solution. We believe the best approach is to maIntain cur
rent funding levels for the HOPE and HOME programs. while implementing reforms 
that have the greatest chance lor success, 

1. Permanent extension and support of highly successful tax incentive programs 
like the ~w Income Housing Tax Credit and the Mortgage Revenue Bond Program. 

2. 	 Dramatic expansion of the "Moving to Opportunities' empowerment program. 

3. :!Transler of under-utilized federal housing stock to community groups to house' 
. the homeless. 

If, after a period of time, the Clinton Administration believes HUD is back on track, a 
major expansion of current housing programs should be considered. 

The Low Income Hous}ng Tax Credit 

During the campaign. you pledged to make permanent the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LlHTC). Authority for the LlHTC expired on June 30. 1992. 
Permanent extension was passed by Congress in H,R. 11 but vetoed by President Bush. 
We believe you .should ask Congress to P\'SS permanent extension immediately. 

Enacted in 1986 and administered by Treasury, the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit and the private/public partnerships it creates are proven wInners. Despite some 
complaints about specific provisions. it has been a powerful and fruitful tool of federal 
housiT!g policy, leveraging our housing dollars for maximum effect. The tax credit is 
distributed to states based on a $1.25 per capita formula. The state aliocates credits to 

. developers af proposed law-incol:r\e housing projects. The developer attracts investors 
who in retu.m receive the credit The credit costs $300 nilllion per year. 

The LlHTC has extremely important economic and housing effects: 

. • 	 Since its creation, the Low Income Housing Tax cre.ut has helped finance 
more than 420.000 units of affordable rental housing. Currently. it results 
in the production of more than 100.000 units of Iow-cost rental housing 
per year. 

• 	 The tax credit accounts for more than one-third of all multi-family rental 
construction starts and more than 95 percent of low income hOUSing con
struction. 
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• 	 The LlHTC is responsible for approximately 60,000 to 90,000 jobs, $1.8 bil
lion in wages, and $14 to $15 billion in associated economic activity. . 

Permanent extension will increase the effectiveness of the program by providing 
greater security to investors. It wi11 keep a campaign promise, and send a clear signal 
both Ie advocates and developers that we lake housing policy seriously. 

There are some criticisms of the LlHTC. Some believe we need to increase long
lenn federal monilering of compliance and property condition to avoid creating a new 
stock of substandard housing 15 or 20 years down the line. Others, including the GAO, 
believe that the credit is too lucrative to developers. While these criticisms have some 
merit, we are afraid that attempting Ie "fix" the LlHTC wi11 delay and otherwise imper
ii its passage, to the detriment of the housing market. Thus, we recommend that you 
push for immediate pennanent extension with the proviso that Congress should inves- . 
tigate the need for long-tenn reforms over the course of the next session. c 

, 

The Mortgage Revenue Bond Program 

During the campaign you pledged to permanently extend the Mortgage 
Revenue Bond Program. Like the Low Income Housing Tax Credit, authority for the 
MRB expired in June. The veteed H.R 11 would have permanently extended this pro
gram. We believe you should move quickly to extend the MRB program permanently. 

The MRB program helps make home ownership a reality for millions of 
Americans. It is the only federal program which reduces mortgage costs for lower 
income, first-time homebuyers. 

• 	 Since the creation of the program, MRBs issued by state and local 
housing finance agendes have helped more than 1.9 million 
lower income households Ie hecome homeoWners.. . . , 

. 
• 	 More than 120,000 householclswere assisted in 1991. 

• 	 Assisted buyers are largely blue-collar working people. In 1991, 
for example, the average MRB borrower earned $28,740 per year 
and bought a house with an average purchase price of $63,123. By 
comparison. the average U!UISllisted first timehomebuyerearnecl 

.$43,900 to buy housing at an average pri~ of $103,800. 

Pennanent extension wi11 pass Congress without controversy. 
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Moving to Opportunities, , 

Perhaps the biggest problem with federal public housing programs is that they 

ghettoize participants. Children grow up in depressing environments, lacking role 

models, good schools, and a hopeful atmosphere. Parents find few job opportunities, 

and everyone is constantly threatened by crime and drugs. 


One way to break this cycle of dependency· and hopelessness is to empowe pub· 

lic housing tenants to seek rental housing on their own in better neighborhoods, where 

there are more job opportunities, less crime, and better schools. People moving from 

projects to their own rental unit assume a more independent life style and greater 

responsibility for their own lives. 


"Iii' 1992 Congress created a demonstration project, Moving to Opportunities •. 
·which:empowers volunteer families with five years of rental assistance to help them 
move from projects to their own rental units. Participants are.offered Section 8 rental 
housing assistance, which allows them to leave a public housing project and seek more 
attractive rental housing in a good neighborhood at a subsidized price. They are also 
offered extensive counseling to help them to move to racially and economically mixed . 
neighborhoods. The rental assistance contract lasts for five years. During that time. 
families in the program have a lengthy opportunity to seek better paying jobs. addition· 
al education, or training to help them to achieve independence. 

•The program ~ tremendous potential to transform housing policy. replacing • 

permanent dependence with temporary assistance. Judging from non-federal experi
ences with similar programs, it will lead to higher employment rates and improved 
school performance for !dds. Most important. we believe a significant percentage of 
participants will achieve independence during tha five-year period in which they 
receive assistance. 

~funently authorized at $50 million. the program involves 1500 families in six 

cities:yve propose expanding tenfold to $500 million. 


Housing the Homeless 

During the campaign, you talked about transferring federa1lY-<.1wned but under
utilized housing stock to community groups to house the homeless. This is a great 

. idea. and well worth pursuing. 

As a result of the S&L debacle, the federal government has become one of the 

largest owners of residential property in the nation. In addition, a large percentage of 

HUD stock is not in use because of disrepair and mismanagement The underutiliza

tion of these properties remaiN one of the great "missed opportunities" of national 
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housing policy. We believe that aggressive pursuit of initiatives to put this housing 
stock back into play would repay i!l!elf many times over. It would alao exemplify our 
commitment to minventlng government - doing more with less by using what we 
have more efficiently. 

Our program would have two parts: 

1. A federal housing stock Inventory. 

Currently, the federal government has a very imperfect Idea of what housing 
stock it owns and tha percentage of that stock which would be suitable for housing the 
,homeless. There is an inter-agency task force which attempts to coordinate public 
housing stock disposition. This group should be up-graded and assigned to produce, 
in six months on an emergency basis, a federal homeless housing inventory. To ensure " 
that the inventory is as complete as possible, the President should call on'homelessness 
advocates, community groups, and state and local governments to identify housing 
stock In their ma which they believe would be suitable for homeless housing. 

2. A federal tnmsfer and mhabililation grant program. 

A federal program would be established to transfer under-u1ili2ed federal prop
erties to nonprofit organizations and public agencies for rehabilitation and occupancy 
by the homeless. Participating agencies would include HUD, the Veterans 
Administration, the FDIC, the RTC and FmHA. The program would be administered by 
HUD. Federal housing stock which is cumntly under-utilized would be eligible for 
transfer to community groups to house the homeless. and grants would be made avail
able for rehabilitating stock which is not currently hilbitable. 

To be included In the program. properties would have to: 
. , 

• Have an appraised per-unit value below $50.000. , " 
• Have been under federal control and unoccupied for more than one year; 
• Be located In a low-Income neighborilOod. ... 
• Have been previously used as low-Income housing. 

Transferred properties could be used as either transitional or permanent hous
Ing. At least 25 percent of the units In permanent housing would have to be occupied 
by formerly homeless residents. The remainder would be occupied by households with 
Incomes below 60 pereent of the m. median income and paying no mom than 30 per· 
cent of that income for rent. 

The government would mquire no payment for transfer of the federal properties, 

In addition, HUD would provide deferted payment, Interest·free second mortgages. 

repayable upon termination of eligible use or efter 50 years, whichever is sooner, 
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Second mortgage assistance would be limited to $25,000 per unit occupied by the 
homeless. No operating or rental subsidies would be available. However, states and 
localities would be permitled to supplement assistance with existing subsidies in their 
control, including HOME, CDBG, Low Income Housing Tax Credit (UHTC), tax-
exempt bond financing. and Section 8 certificates and vouchers. Section 8 certificates 
and vouchers could be assigned as project-based assistance without regard to current 
limitations. 

Because much of the·vacant federal inventory of residential property is believed 
to be unsuitable for occupancy, and because governments and community groups are 
unlikely to have resources sufficient to upgrade these facilities, our federal disposition 
program must include grant moneys to rehabilitate and repair ttansferred housing 
stock. 

POUTICAL OVERVIEW: COMMUNITY EMPOWtRMENT 

We believe our community development agenda would be popular in Congress 
and signal that you are a new kind of Democrat, by focusing on new and innovative 
solutions to pressing problems. 

Community Development Banks 

There is strong support in Congress for non-ttaditional community development 
sttategies, and for community development banks in particular. Senator Riegle is per
haps our strongest backer. He included funding for development bank demonsttation 
projects in the latest housing bill, and has sign.alled that his committee will work with 
us to pass a comprehensive provision early in the session. The main area of conttover
sy is lil<eIy to be reform of the Community Reinvestment Act (see discussion In appen
dix). Also, Barney Frank and others may argue that the iederalgovemment should not 
be subsidizing for-profit banking institutions. This argument is a bit specious - obvi
ously, deposit insurance, which every bank receives, is a similar subSidy. We provide 
deposit insurance for the same reason we should support for-p~t development banks: 
because it serves an important social and economic purpose. 

Enterprise Zones 

Despite the longstanding controversy over enterprise zones, we believe they will 
pass quickly If you ask for them. In' the House. enterprise zones are strongly supported 
by Gephardt, Rangel. Waters, members from urban districts generally, and members of 
the Congressional Black Caucus - proof that not all liberals think they are a bad idea. 
In the Senate, strong supporters are Kennedy, Riegle, Sasser, Mitchell, Byrd and 
Ueberman. (Bentsen is very skeptical.) . 
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Housing 

Everything we are proposing is vel}' popular. As iong as we fund the rather 
modest costs with new money, rather than transfening funding from current housing 
programs, we should not have too much trouble. Some may advocate a tremendous 
increase in funding levels fot current programs, and in particular HOME. BUD is in 
such trouble, however, that we believe you can put them off by arguing that we need to 
overhaul the department before substantially increasing its budget. 
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AdviserS Consulted 

Community Development Banks 

Bruce KJ2/%, Milt! Roberts -senate Banking Committee 
Martin 1limbl. - National Association of Community Development Loan Funds 
Deepak Bhargava  ACORN 
George Surgeon  Southern Development Bancorporation (Elk Hom) 
Bob WeissboUTd - Shorebank Advisory Services, Inc. (SouthShore) 
0iffRosenlIwJ - National Federation of Community Development 
Credit Unions 
Floyd Stoner - American Bankers Association 
A.my Anthony  former Massachusetts Secretary of Hou.sing and Community 
Development 
Bryon Ho.ssIt  Center for Community Self-Help (N.c.) 
Josh Gotbaum - Lazard Frere. 
Eugene Ludlllig- Covington and Burling 
Sarah KJ2vner  Community Capital Bank 

Enterprise Zone. 
" 

Bruce KJ2tz  Senate Banking (Sarbanes) 
Mall Roberts  Senate Banking (Riegle) 
Marsha Simon  Senate Labor (Kennedy) 
Ken Glueck - (Lieberman) 
Chris Walker, George Peterson, George Galster, Tom Kingsley, Ron Mincy, and Margery Turner 
Urban Institute Senior Analysts . 
Bob Greenstein, Paul Leonard  Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 
Win MarshaII- PPI 
Dick Cowden  American Association of Enterprise Zones 
Richard Pria, Marc Weiss, and James Sc1tuykr 

Housing 

Bruce KJ2tz  Senate Housing Subcommittee Staff Director 
Fred KJ2rnos  National Coalition for the Homeless 
Barry Zig.. - Low Income Housing Coalition 
Paul Leormrd  Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 
Josh Poxner - Community Builders 
Robert Rozen, Grace Reef-National Housing Law Project 
Buzz Roberts, Paul Grogan (and others)  Local Initiatives Support Corporation 

. Dr. Michael A.. Siegman  Professor N.C. at Chapel Hill 
Anthony Friedman  Powell, Goldstein and former Asst. Secretary under Carter 
Larry Simons - Powell, Goldstein t 
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Chris Walktr, GeMge Ptfmlcn, George Gtlister; Thrn Kings/'ll, Margery Thmer, Ron Mincy 
Urban Institute Senior Analysts . 

National Council ofStale Housing Agencies 

Kevin Kelly - Senate Appropriations (Mikulski) 

Frank DeS/efonD - House Banking Housing Subcommittee Staff Director (Gonzalez) 

Bob Rapozza - Rural Housing 
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Appendix: Community Development Bank Financial'Assistance Options , 

1. Federal matching grants for capital. Por a" de novo CDFI of any type, the Federal 
government could provide a start-up capital grant. This contribution would be provid
ed on a one third/two thirds matdUng basis with private equity raised by the appU
cant. (The contribution for a community development credit union could be in the 
form of a purchase of membership shares). In most cases this would be a one-time con
tribution. The one-time nature of capital assistance would prevent dependence on 
annual government capital contributions and would therefore prevent political manip
ulation of CDFIs. 

In the case of. for-profit CDB, the federal government could provide a start-up capital 
contnbution through the purchase of subordinated equity. A stock purchase agreement 
could be structured so that if a given CDB achieved a certain level of profitability, some· 
or alLof the government'. initial contnbution would be repaid, Such an agreement 
would also give the government additional control and leverage if needed. The gov
ernment could also choose to retain its equlty for an indefinite period. 

2. Soft grants. Grants would also be made for planning. technical and development 
services assistance. Grants for this purpose would not have to be made on a matched 
basis. 

3. Dire:t loans and loan guarantees. The government could also make direct loans 
(at Treasury rates) Or provide loan guarantees for expansion, technical assistance, or for 
other services needed to enhance the CDFIs mission. The loans or loan guarantees 
would be made alterms to be determined by the government. 

4. Access to the Federal Home Loan Bank System. The federal government could 
also pay for CDFIs to join the Federal Home Loan Bank System,(FHLB) when appropri
ate. 1!ecaU5e so many of the FHLB's primary customers (thrifts) have disappeared due 
to insOlvency, the system has become a entity in search of a mission. Sinoe the purpose 
of CDFIs is so close to that of tha thrifts of yesteryear (the same thrifts which the FHLB 
system was originally created to aupport and regulate), the system is • natural support 
network' for CDFIs. FHLB membership would give CDFIs access to a liquidity facility 
(a "window·) and a<:cess to longer term funds at below-market rates for community 
investment activities. Un<!er current law, any financial institution may join the system 
(Community Capital Bank, a New York bank founded in 1990 with $6 million in capital. 
is currently. FHLB member). However, the cost of membership through a purchase of 
FHLB stock can be high. particularly for small banks. Having the government shoulder 
this cost would give CDFIs a big boost. 

Although tha Home Loan Banks currently have the authority to lend to non-member 
institutions (as they have recently for state finance agencies) the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act could be amended to provide CDFIs an explicit authority to loin the system ,J 
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with full membership rights. 

MembershIp in the PHLB system would not be a substitute for an initial govemment 
equity contribution, but would provide a needed source of funding to enable CDFIs to 
grow and have a greater impact. 

In addition. the PHLB system could be directed to examine the feasibility of creating a 
secondary market for COFI, and possibly other financial institution loans. AJl a govern
ment sponsored enterprise (GSE), the PHLB system would be a very appropriate vehi
cle through which to establish a secondary market for CDFI loans - most of which. for 
reasons of size and credit quality, don't conform to current secondary market standards. 
A secondary market for small business loans would be particularly helpful to CDFIs 
and other small financial institutions and could certainly increase credit availability for 
small businesses. ';.'; 

5. CDR Tax Credit. The government could provide a tax credit to indiViduals or enti
ties who invest in CDBs. The tax credit could be modeled on the Low income Housing 
'llIx Credit with benefits allocated to a community or institution and the total expendi- . 
lure capped. 

While there might be substantial political resistance to creating another tax credit. its 
potential benefit to CDFIs makes il worth pursuing. 

6. Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) credit. The currenl CRA gives bank regula
tors broad discretion to decide how, and in what manner. commercial banks may 
demonstrate that they are making good faith efforts to lend to their local communities . 

.. Currently, regulators give banks CRA credit for contributions to and inVestments in 
CDB•. Without any legislative action, the regulators could easily let bankers know that 
a good way to demonstrate • substantial complianceH with eRA is to inve.t in and 
assist the formation and/or operstion of CDFIs. Such. pronouncement would certain
ly increase the flow of commen:ial bank funding to CDFIs and would .be a good first 
step. : 

One additional step could be taken to provide even greater incentives for banks to 
assist COHs; CRA could be amended to authorize the regulators to give banks 
enhanced CRA credit for assistance to CDFIs. This step would undoubtediy increase 
the amount of bank assistance to CDFIs. However. it would also be highly controver
sial- probably the most contentious part of this CDFI proposal. 

Community groups and many members of Congress would view enhanced CRA credit 
as a way for banks to take a shortcut through CRA. They would see it as a way to 
lessen banks' existing obligations to meet the credit needs of low and moderated 
income communities - an obligation which is the foundation of eRA. (Senator Riegle 
has already stated that he would oppose any bUl that provides enhanced CRA credit). 
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On the other hand. the banking industry would probably fight any CDB proposal that 
does not give them additional CRA credit., Most banks simply hate CRA. They view it 
as an overly bwdensome and unnecessary form of credit allocation. For many years, 
they have waged a campaign Ie weaken and win exemptions from CRA. They plan a 
major push this year and will oertain1y view any CDFllegislation as • perfect vehide 
through which to achieve their CRA goals. Thus, any legislative proposal that is sent to 
Congress risks being bogged down on CRA issues. 

It is therefore recommended that any decision on CRA in the CDFI context be deferred 
until some compromise can be found. Such. compromise could be sought through 
extensive consultations with the two warring factions (banks and community groups) 
and government regulators and polJcymakers. The sides are so polarized that a com
promise might not be achieved. but one needs to be sought. At. minimum, a working 
group process would enable the incoming Administration to develop a position on . 
CRA »Vhich it would feel comfortable defending. 

.,J 
" 
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Civil Rights and Freedom of Choice 

For twelve long years, Republican Administrations have used civil rights .and 

choice as political weapons. They worked to make the right to choose a criminal 
offense; packed the Supreme Court with extremists; turned the national debate on affir
mative action into. sound bite about "quotas"; furthered the acceptance of negative 
racial stereotypes; and, perhaps worst of an, played politics with major civil rights leg
islation. 

We believe you should send a strong message at the opening of your administra
tion that the days of division and neglect are over. This chapter presents nine executive 
actions to protect choice and civil rights that you could pursue at the beginning of your 
administration. Each action will help protect the civil and Constitutional rights of 
every American. Together, they can signal the most profound shift in national civil 
rights policy since 1964. 

1. 	 Ufting the AIDS !m.mJgration Ban 
2. 	 Full Enforcement of the ADA 
3. 	 A Constitutional Plan to Study D.C. Statehood 
4. 	 Ending Discrimination against Gays and Lesbians in the Federal 

Government 
S. 	 Lifting the Gag Rule 
6. 	 Ufting the Import Ban on RU-486 
7. 	 Repealing the Mexico City Family Planning Rule. 
S. 	 Allowing Abortions on Military Bases 
9. 	 Ufting the Ban on Fetal 'tIssue Research 

Two major pieces of civil rights legislation are not discussed in this chapter: the 
Freedom of Omice Act and the Gay and Lesbian Civil Rights Act. We believe your sup
port for these bills is extremely important - you should encourage Congress to pass 
them. However, we do not believe you should not send these bills up to Congress for 
passage in the first 100 days. 

In both cases, major supporters of the legislation on the Hill and among the 
interest groups have competing drafts of the bill which they believe are best For exam
ple, NARAL is backing one draft of the Freedom of Choice Act which they believe has 
the best chance to pass, while the ACLU and NOW are supporting a version that goes 
farther to protect the right to choose, but probably could not win on the floo~ 

Ifwe send Congress a version of either of these bills, we tie ourselves to a specif
ic draft rather than maintaining the flexibility to back whatever version eventually 
passes; we make enemies by endorsing specific language; and we open ourselves to the 



charge that we have "backed off" should a less stringent version than the one we origi
nally endorsed make it to your desk. We believe this would be a grave mistake. Thus, ','. 
we recommend that you maintain your stror18 and vocal support for these measures .. J 
but not include them in your 100 days agenda. • 

ENDING THE AIDS IMMIGRATION BAN 

In Putting Pe",,/. Firsl, you promised to "lift the current ban on travel and immi
gration to the United States by foreign nationals with HIV" and "direct the Department 
of Justice to follow the Department of Health and Human Services' recommendation 
that HIV be removed !rom the immigration restrictions list." 

,*< • 

Background 

As the result of a 1987 Helms amendment, HHS regulations name HIV as one of 
several "dangerous diseases" which provide grounds for denying a U.S. entry vis. to 
aliens. in 1990, Consress changed the standard for exclusion to "communicable disease . 
of publiC health significance" and directed the Secretary of HHS to determine what dis
eases fit this description. On January 23, 1991, HHS issued a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking proposing to c1assify only infectious tubereu10sis as grounds lor such an 
exclusion, which would effectively remOve HIV !rom the list. 

HHS vigorously supported this proposal although OoJ and the INS opposed it. 
On May 31, 1991, after receiving 40,000 written comments in a month (oppoSing the 
proposed rule by a margin of 9-1), HHS instead published an Interim Rule falling back 
on its pre-199O list of eight communicable diseases (a list which includes HIV). HHS 
said it needed more time to review the issue and took no further action. 

Opponents of the exclusion note that the.United States is one of the few coun
tries in.the world to restrict visitors on the basis of HIV, and that other nations may 
respond in kind. The Bush Administration policy runs counter to the recommendations 
of major organizations like the World Health Organization and the International AIDS 
Society. The 1992lnternatlonal AIDS conference was forced to move from Boston to 
Amsterdam because of international opposition . 

.. ~ 
&:commendation 

Direct the Secretary of Health and Human Services to issue a final rule limiting 
the definition of "communicable diseases of public health significance" to infectious 
tuberculosis, which would lift tha ban on travel and Immigration to the U.S. by foreign 
nationals with HIV. 
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FULLY IMPLEMENTING THE ADA 

Putting People First promises thai the Administration will "work 10 ensure thai 
the ADA is full implemented and aggressively enforced." 

Background 

Passed in 1990, the Americans with Disabilities Act strengthens federal anti-dis
crimination protections for the disabled in the areas of employment, public accommo
dations, public transportation and telecommunications. State and local governments 
musl also provide full access. 

The disabled-rights community says the Bush Administration committed few 
resources to implementation. The Departmenl of Justice has responsibility for enforc
ing ntle n(state and local governments) and TItle m(public accommodations). 

Recommendations 

The four following recommendations are for executive action, and could be 
implemented quickly al the open,ing of your Administration. These suggestions are 
good substantively and important politically. 

1. Public Service Announcement: You could appear in a Public Service 
Announcement stressing your commitment to enforcement and urging voluntary com
pliaru:e. Surveys show that less than 1 in 5 Americans know about the ADA. 

2. Department of Justice: The name of DoT's Public Access Section could be 
changed to the ADA Section, and the Office of Public Affairs should promote ADA 
technical assistance and enforcement. 

. ,! , 

3. Compliance Board Appointments: The President ca,di1l:five;,posltioris up for 
renewal on the Architectural1ranslt BarriersCmnpUance Board'with.disabled people 
and experts in accessibility Issues. . -, 

4. Increase the Technlcal Assistance and EnforCem.ent Staff: Three people at 
, Justice now handle 2000 hotlJne ca1Is weekly, and the hotlJne is only open from 1 to 5 

p.m. People can be loaned from other agencies, more positions appropriated, and 
hours lengthened, 
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D.C. STATEHOOD. 

You testified on behalf of D.C. statehood in November 1991, and repeated that 
support throughout the campaign. 

Background 

The District of Columbia's 600,000 residents do not enjoy full citizenship rights. 
Although the House of Representatives recently granted the District's delegate the right 
to vote on all floor actions except the final passage of bills, D.C.'s "Shadow Senators" 
still have no Senatorial privileges. Washington may not tax the two thirds of its land 
owned by the federal government. In return, the federal government rovers one-fifth 
of the District's bUdget. 

The most important decision you must make, which will determine your 
approach on this issue, is whether you believe D.C. can become a state legislatively, or 
whether it requires an amendment to the Constitution. 

Statehood advocates support a legislative approach, which is easier to pass than 
a Constitutional amendment. Rep. Norton and Sen. Kennedy have sponsored a bill 
under which D.C:s non-federal land would become "the state of New Columbia." The 
federal government's payment would continue, and D.C.Jnillding height limitations \ 

could not be changed without Congressional consent. The bill passed out of the House 
D.C. Committee on a party-line vote in 1992. Sen. Kennedy's bill saw no action, and 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Chairman Glenn said he would wait for the 
House to act first. 

Since the tenure of Robert Kennedy as Attorney General, however, the Justice 
Department has argued that a Constitutional amendment is necessary - and many 
Constitutional scholars conclJr. For example, while serving in the Carter 
Administration, Judge Patrida Wald argued that D.C. statehood requIres a constitution- . 
al amendment: 

"any attempt to make the District a stale without an amendment to the 
Constitution would .present both practical and legal dJfficuJtles" ..if we are going 
to change the plain meaning of the original Founders to set that (D.C.) up in the 
Constitution we can do it, bul I believe only by constitutional means:' 

Recommendation 

Your support for statehood is clear - the question is whether a legislative fix is 
constitutional or not. If you believe it is, you should endorse the Norton bill and 
declare that you will sign it when it comes to your desk. However, our own opinion is 
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that an amendment is necessary. One way out of this impasse would be to appoint a 
blue ribbon panel to investigate the constitutionality of statehood legislation. This 
would allow you to take rapid action to show you care about the issue, without com
mitting you prematutely to • questionable position on a major constitutional issue. 

BANNING DISCRIMINATION WITHIN THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT ON THE BASIS OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION. 

During the campaign, you said you would issue an executive order banning dis
crimination on the basis of sexual orientation in federal hiring and contracting. 

Recommendation 

You should issue the Orde" The ban should cover (1) employment actions like 
recruiting, hiring, appointment, 'training, promotion, tenure and compensation; (2) the 
provision of services and benefits by the government; and (3) government contracts, ' 

Implementation action should include (1) authorization for the EEOC to publish 
guidelines implementing and emorcing the executive order; (2) mandates that each 
agency develop a program for educating employees about the new guidelines; and (3) a 
requirement that the Department of Labor develop regulations enforcing the ban on 
dlscrim.ination in government contracting. 

REPEALING THE GAG RULE 

In Putling People First, you promised to ~repeal President Bush's ~g rule." 

Background 

TItle X family plannIng services are targeted toward women aged 15 to 44 from 
low-income families who are at risk of unplanned pregnancy. More than 3,900 clinics, 
serving over 4.5 million women annually, receive federal family planning fund •. 
Federally supported family·planning programs have a tradition of unon-directive" 
reproductive counseling - not favoring any particular option - and referrals upon 
request. In 1981, the Reagan administration even formalized this policy. In 1988, how
eve!; the Reagan Administration issued new rules for projects receiving federal family 
planning funds (under TItle Xof the Public Health Service Act): 

• 	 ntle X projects cannot provide patients with counseling or referrals for 
abortion services. 
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<""'\TItle X projects must refer pregnant clients to prenatal care and social'ser• 	 \.'.1 
vices, even if they request information about abortion, 

• 	 TItle X projects may not "encourage, promote or advocate" abortion, 
(Prohibited actions include lobbying, providing pro-abortion speakers, 
paying dues to groups that advocate abortion as a "Significant pan" of 
their activities, using legal action to make abortion available, and devel
oping or disseminating pro-abortion materials,) 

• 	 Organizations may engage in othar projects which provide abortion coun
seling and referrals, or which promote abortion, only if these projects are 
kept "physically and financially separate" /rom their TItle X-funded pro 
jects, 	 ' 

In 1991, the Supreme Court upheld the gag rule by a vote of 5-4 in the Rust v, 
Sullitlan case, The Court said the government is entitled to define limits to the pro" grams that it funds, 

In Mafch of 1992, President Bush issued a "guidance" to the gag rule which per
mits phySicians - but no othar staff members at projects receiving TItle X funds - to 
provide any abortion counseling nece<sary to give the patient "complete medical infor-' 
mation." The change was largely cosmetic, since most direct patient serviceS in litle X 
projects are provided by non-physidans such as nurse practitioners, nurses, counselors 
and social workers, 

. 
On November 3, the U.s, Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia enjoined 

eniOl'a!ment of the Bush rules on procedural grounds. : But between now and the mau-' 
gutalion, the Bush Administration could still move to enforce the 1988 version of the 
gag rule_ 

'.~y overturning the gag rule or signing legislation that repeals it, you will insure 
that medical clinics receiving federal funds can once again provide abortion counseling 
and referrals, Note that the AMA supports overturning the gag rule. 
Recommendation 

ThmporarUy suspend the gag rule and repeal it through normal rule-making pro
cedures. It would also be wise to instruct HHS to publish the pre-1989 TItle X regula
tions to restore stability, (Further review could be conducted through the TItle X reau
thorization likely to come up in the first six months of 1993.) 
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LIFfING THE IMPORT BAN ON RU-486 

In Putting Prople First, you promised to "Support testing of RU-486." Outing a 
July 7 Interview with Bill Moyers, you said you Nwould encourage (the FDA) to test it 
and, if appropriate, to approve it, to make their judgment .... It might be one way to 
minimize (the conflict over abortion), at least to some extent." 

Later that month, you called on the FDA "to stop playing politics" with the 
drug: "We think the FDA should treat these issues in a nonpolitical manner and should 
aggressively move to evaluate RU-486 and determine whether it is safe for use under 
the ordinary st.andards that would apply for any other drug and make a decision and 
go forward," AI Gore also discussed the issue on MfV In October. 

Background 

According to European data, RU-486 is 96 percent effective at inducing an abor
tion during the first nine weeks of pregnancy and may be sater than surgical abortions. 
It may yet prove useful in treating diseases like breast cancer, diabetes, Cushing's' 
Syndrome, glaucoma, endometriosis, and fibroids and other tumors. RU-486 is also 
being evaluated as a contraceptive. 

In France, RU-486 is used in about one-third of all abortions. Medical complica
tions are similar in type and frequency to those resulting from surgical abortions. 

.. From 1988-89, the FDA developed a policy allowing !he import of drugs not yet 
approved to treat life-threatening conditions - as long as the drug is being used for • 
patient's personal use, is not Intended to be commercialized, and is "not known to rep
leSent a significant health risk." 

In June 1989, following pressure from Bob Dornan and Jesse Heims, the FDA 
argued that RU-486 poses just such a risk and placed an "import alert" on RU-486 efiec
tively prolu'biting ils importation for personal use. AHouse subcommittee and a feder
al court called the decision politicaL arguing that no evidence of such a'rial< was estab
lished and that the FDA did not distinguish RU-486 from other drugs admitted for 
iinport. 

The import alert does not ban research or testing in the United States. Several 
pharmaceutical companies have filed applications to conduct preliminary trials on the 
drug for its non-abortion properties. But the alert has sent a negative signal to its 
European manulacturers, who don't want to market the drug where the political cli
mate is lilted too strongly against abortion. 

A July Harris poU showed that 60% of Americans support making RU-486 avail
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able in the U.s., including 54% of Republicans and a slim majority of Bush supporters. 

The battle lines drawn over RU-486 paraUel those of the abortion debate at large, 
and pro-choice advocates routinely mention it in the same breath with the Freedom of 
Choice Act and the gag rule. Anti-abortion activists are outraged that abortion could 
become so convenient - some call it "chemical warfare on the unborn." They have 
baITaged RU-486 manufacturers with postcards and threaten boycotts if it ;;, introduced 
in America. ' 

The medical community ;;, largely opposed to the import alert, since RU-486 
holds the promi;>e to make abortions safer and treat many other di;>eases. Indeed, there 
has been some concern that the fight to overturn the import alert has been too narrowly 
focused on its implications fonbortion. 

Top officials with RU-486's patent-holder, France's Roussel Uelef, are said to be 
reluclant to offer the drug in other countries for fear of pro-life protesters. Rousseloffi
cials "had offered several large American corporations the chance to license the drug" 
in the U.S., but H.n had turned them down." Roussel's majority stockholder,. 
Germany's Hoechst AG, is even more reluctant. 

Roussel Uclaf has stipulated several criteria for the introduction of RU-486 into a 
new country. Political criteria are (1) abortion must be legal, (2) the political clim.te 
must be accepting of abortion, and (3) informed consent procedures must be strictly fol
lowed. 

Recommendations 
. 

1. Instruct the Commissioner of the FDA to issue an interpretive rule rescinding 
import alert number 66-47. 

2. Approve imports of RU-486 for testing only. RU-486 has not undergone the 
FDNsscientific testing and approval process, though some groups argue that foreign 
d.tashbuld be sufficient for immediate approval Immediate approval would undercut 
the Admini;>tration'. argument that science should win over politics. ;The ThalIdomide 
scare still casts a shadow over any new-drug controversy, and the FDA traditionally 
re<jlrires some domestic test data for approval. 

This and other pro-choice measures outlined here should be announced along
side a nationwide campaign to combat teen pregnancy (see Children and Families 
chapter). Our overriding goal is still to make abortion "safe, legal, and rare." 

• i 

,").

". 
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REPEALING THE "MEXICO CITY" RULE 

During the campaign, you promised to repeal the MOxico City rule. 

BackgrQund 

In August 1984, President Reagan announced the "Mexico City" restrictions on 
funds appropriated through the Agency for International Development. The policy 
prohibits the use of United States funds to support "nongovernmental organizations 
which perform or actively promote abortion as a method of family planning In other 
nations." It also dictates that no part of the.U.S. oontribution to the United Nations 
Fund for Population Activities be used for abortion. In the United Slates, only Planned 
Parenthood refuses to comply with the order and Is therefore Ineligible for U.s. fund-
Ing. . 

Recommendation 

Repeal the policy by Exe<:utive Action: since President Reagan's actions were 
exempt from rule-making requirements - because it Is a forelgn affairs function and 
because it relates to • grant - you will be able to repeal the policy by Executive Order. 

ALLOWING PRIVATELy-FUNDED ABORTIONS AT U.S. MILITARY 

BASES 

In June 1988, the Department of Defense prohibited abortions at U.S. military 
facilities, even if paid for by the patient 

Recommendation 

Uft the Ban by Exe<:utive Action: since the action ':'las a "military affairs func
· ..tion," .the.normal requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act do not apply and 

the President can overturn the ban without. Notice and Comment procedure. 
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LIffiNG THE BAN ON FEDERAL FUNDING FOR FETAL TISSUE 

RESEARCH 

During the campaign, you promised to lift the ban on fetal tissue research. 

Background 
.. 

Fetal tissue transplants hold great promise lor treating and perhaps curing a 
variety 01 diseases, including Parkinson's Disease and diabetes. Transplants may yet 
prove useful to patients with Alzheimer's disease, Huntington's chorea, spinal cord 
injury, certain blood disorders, and genetic disorders. 

'.' 

, 
Until 1988, federal regulations did not prohibit federal funding for ttansplanta- .. 

lion research that uses tissue lrom dead human fetuses. But in March 1988, HHS 
banned federal funding 01 such research - unless the tissue was obtained from miscar
riages or stillbirths  pending completion 01 an independent study. Although the 
majority 01 the N1H panel concluded that the use of human fetal tissue is acceptable 
public policy and should proceed, HHS Secretary Sullivan continued the ban indefinite . 
ly in 1989 lor projects involving induced abortions. 

NIH,supported researchers can still study fet.1 tissue obtained from elective 
abortions for general research (including transplants into animals), and tissue obtained 
from therapeutic and spontaneous abortions for transplantation research. The 
researcher must have nothing to do with the abortion and cannot pay anyone to abort 
the fetus. 

A January 1992 Wrrthlin Group poll showed 63% of people polled oppose "the 
.use of tax dollars for research in transplanting aborted fetal tissue into bodies of per
sons with various diseases." 

Recommendations 

Instruct the Director 01 the Department 01 Health and Human Services to end the 
moratorium on federal support of research involving transplantation 01 fetal tissue 
obtained from elective abortions. The ban can be lifted without a traditional "notice 
and comment" rulemaking, since it relates to "grants, benefils, or contracts." If the ban 
Is lifted belOIe February 1, it wlll insure that grant proposals can still be funded in 1993. 
Waiting till.iter Feb. 1 would postpone funding grants until well into 1994. 

The Order should also establish restrictions similar to those contained in the 
Waxman bill overiurning the ban, based on an N1H report and similar restrictions lor 
organ donation under the National Organ Transplant Act, which Vice-President-Elect 

, Gore sponsored: 
10 
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Informed Consent: The'woman must provide informed consent for the abortion 
and then the donation. 

Diffc/ed Dotllltitm Prohibition: The donor cannot reserve her fetus for any speci
fied individual, and she must be given no knowledge of the identity of potential 
recipients. nus is to insure that women do not conceive just in order to donate 
the fetus to a loved one or for financial gain, 

Physician'. Statemmt: The woman's doctor must testify that (1) the WOman con
sented to;> the abortion and that the abortion procedures and timing were not 
aUered to facilitate the transplant; (2) the informed consent requirement was 
obeyed; and (3) the woman is made aware of any mecllcal risks involved and any 
interest the physician has in the research. ' 

Informed Consent of Researcher and Donee: The principal researeber must (l) be 
aware that the tissue is human feta1 tissue obtained from an abortion or stillbirth 
that was donated for research purposes, (2) so inform other researchers in the 
project, and (3) require the donee to acknowledge such information in writing, 
and (4) have no part in any decision as to the abortion's timing or procedure. 

Audit of Informo.tion: The Secretary of HHS may audit the ri!search project to see 
if the physician and ri!searcher have completed their paperwork. 

Statt and 1..ccaILaws: Fetal transplant research conducted by federally-funded 
entities and by HHS must comply with applicable state and local laws. 

Prohibited Transactions: interstate buying or selling of fetal tissue is prohibited, as 
is soliciting or accepting "directed donations" of fetal tissue (to a partiCular per
son). Violators would be fined and/or sentenCed to up to 10 years in jail. nus is 
similar to the system used for organ donations. 
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.. . . ,.. 
Advisers Consulted - Civil Rights 

Donna Brazile, Administrative Assistant, Rep. Eleanor Holmes Norton 
RAlph NCI1$, Leadership Conference 01' Ovil Rights 
&po Al Swift, Chair, House Administration Committee Subc. on Elections 
!wIy Appelbaum, SenateJudiciary Committee 
Katherine LeRoy, House Judiciary Committee 

Advisers Consulted - Choice 

Kate Michel"",n, Dawn Johnson, NARAL 
N.O.W. 

Women's Legal Defense Fund 

American Medical Association 

American Bar Association 

Vivian Escobar-Stock, Planned Parenthood Federation of America 

ACLU 

National WOl)'\en'S Political Caucus 

National Family Planning Reproductive Health Association 

Susan Cohen, Allen Guttmacher Institute 

American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists 

!olUme Hawes 

Ruth Katz, Tun Westmoreland, Rep. Waxman 

Cynthia Gilley, PopUlation Crisis Committee 

Association of American Universities 

Parkinson's Action Network 

Juvenile Diabetes Association 

Alzheimer's Association 

Coalition for Research Freedom 

ACLU 

N.tionaIWomen's Political Caucus 


" : ') 
,~ 
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APPENDIX 1 

BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF DOMESTIC POLICY INITIATIVES 
.(In BUUonsj 

Nalion.el Servi.. (Cost Ptr 
100.000 Slildents. -.. 
100.000 Slildenu By J1IlIUII")' 
(996) 2.4 7.751.1 2.10 1.8 

NATIONAL SER\1CE 
SVBTOTAL 7.751.1 1.1 2.1 

. . , 

http:Nalion.el


~ ~ 

~ ~~ ..m! ~~ ~~ 
3 Pm<nt Cut In Annual Roo! ,, 
AdminislJ'ative CosIsIlOO,OOO 
Reduction In Federal 
Workforoo ·.400 "'J6 

-6_ -9.801 ·16.217 "'9.982 

25 Pen:l;nt Cut In White 
, l!owo R..,," ·.013 ·,014 ·,014 ·.015 • .015 • .016 .00.074 

Elimi",""" Of U~ 
·:000Commissions ·.025 ·.Ol2 ·,054 ·.056 ·.058 .00.280 

Enhanced_on ·3.0 .... 0 .0.0 .0.0 -6.0 :.s.o ·30.000 

Motor Voter Onu'll 0 .0lO 0 0 0 0 .050 

Pe:rfoonance .Management 
Pilot Proje<:' 0 ,010 0 0 0 0 Mo.n 

Campaign To Reinvent 
Government .010 0 0 0 0 0 00.000 

GOVER~~~ ,

", , 
·15.812·3.318 

, .IO,IU ·1%..964 ·18,981 ·=93 -S0.176,, 



'l'\'ELFABI BEEQIlM ,, 

ff!QYR&M fm! Eru ~ fl:2! ml n2! W!l. 
, E.pand«l EITC .700 l.oro 2.000 •.oro '.200 '.400 15.6 

I!xpand«llOBS I) .600 1.500 2.600 3.800 4.oro 12.5 

Child Support 0 .200 .300 .400 .500 .600 2.0 
,, 

'I Caseload RtducUon 0 0 ·.400 ·.800 .2.oro ·2.200 ·5.400 ,, 

il WELFARE SUBTOTAL .700 l.soo 3.400 6.:wG 6.500 6.1 :14.700 



• 


~.~ 
i ,, 

~ ~~ fX2I .I!m. ~. 
National Education Ooal$ 
Panel .034 .034 .037 .037 .038 .038 .184 

Swe And t.oea.l Refonn 0 .050 .100 .ISO .:zOO .200 .700 
Gnmu 

U_R,fonn 0 .125 .125 .125 .125 .125 .625 
, 

Youth 0 .07,5 .175 .325 .525 ,7SO ' I.8SO , 

, 1 
, 

.2SO .520 .540 .561 .583 ./i06 2.81 

OrrweOr Educational 
Research And Improvement 
(RcoU1llorizatioo) 0 .010 .014 .014 ° '0 ,038 

, , 
Qualicy Wodaorce, , 

Act 0 .025 .QS .886 1.137 1.40 4.073 i, , 
Dlslocaced Worku AssisW\C'.e 
Ac, 0 .500 .500 ,500 .500 .500 2.500 ,, 

El)UCAnON '" 
TRAlNING SUBTOTAL ,.l84 1.339 2.116 1.$98 3.108 3.619 12.780 



~nn~~ &.'1; 

~ " ~ !'l'.!i ~ ~ 1m. ~ ~ 
Family Pmservatioo Services . 0 .095 .220 .300 .3:10 .340 1.275 

Tax Deduction For Adoption , 
$5.000 <leducliO!! pbased OUI , 

, at $80.000-190.000 AOI .001 .018 .019 .019 .019 .020 .095 
I, 
Gran~ For l.lcensing Aud, 

Moni"""" 0 .025 .025 .025 .025 .025 .125 
, 

HeadStmt, 0 LOOO 2,000 3.000 4:000 5.000 15.000 

HIPPY 0 .200 .200 .200 .200 .200 1.000 

Wle 0 .361 .510 ,'.176 , .L083 ' '\.1\0 3.900 

" Care Tax Qodll 0 .053 1.12 1.14 1.2 \.248 4.761 

Chlldrm's Tax Allowance 0 4.77 9.60 9.72 9,72 9.72 43.53 

r....ag. 
~vention~ 0 ,008 .008 .008 .008 .008 .040 

CHILDREN 8< FAMILIES 
SUBTOTAL .001 6.53' 13.762 15.18& I6.S7S 17.671 69.7%6 



. 

''''j. , 
. •

CRIMIl STRATEGY 

. 

/: PROGRAM Dl!A! FY94 .EX!! EX!!t FY9' FY" !M:l!ll 
·I, 100.000 New CopsIPolice · 

iCorps .150 .913 .745 1.200 1.248 1297 SAm 

B)'Ill. GranWCooununil}' 
Pollclllg .000 .900 .900 .900 .900 .900 '.500 

Brady Bill 0 .100 0 0 0 0 .100 

CriminaI)uslic= Drug 
: Testindfre.mnent 0 .100 .100 .100 .100 .100 .500 

i Medkations Development . 
III Progfm!l . 0 .024 .024 .024 .024 .024 .120 . 

" ~, ,,, · Drul Treatment Research 0 .149 .149 .149 .149 .149 .745 

SAFE SciJool, 0 .100 .\00 .100 .100 .100 .500 · 

Gang _lion Grants 0 ,\00 .100 .100 .100 .100 ,500 

Ilom<stlc VloleocdRape 
Oran~ 0 .14S .120 .IW .IW .120' 1i25 

Wbi.. ColW Crime 0 .OSO ,050 .OSO .osa ,OSO .2SO ,, 
Law Enforcement Family 

,, 

Support 0 ,OOS 0 0 0 0 ,OOS 

·Rum! Crime Initiative 0 ,OSO .050 ,osa , .osa .osa .250 · 

CRIMIl STRATEGY 
SUBTOTAL .210 2.636 2.338 2.793 2.841 UI!IO )3,A" 



COMllltJNITY EMPOWERMENT . 
PROGRAM lU!' ~ m! m! mz m! ~ 
Commlml'y Devdopm<n! 
Banks 0 .130 .ISO .I7li .190 .210 .8SO 

EoteqriseZones .279 AQ4 SSO .7eJ .991 1.119 3.899 

· _,Ex.....,. Of L<>w. · · · Iname Housing Tax Credit 0300 .300 .300 .300 .300 .300 I.SOO 

_,Ex_Of The 
Mortgage Reven.., Bond 
I'n>gratn .200 .200 .200 .200 .200 .200 1.000 

Homelessneu Rtbab. Grnn, . 

I'n>gratn 0 .050 .OSO .OSO .OSO .050 .25Q 

Movmg To New 
. 

Oppanunities 0 .25Q .500 .520 .540 .562 2.372 

COMll!tJNlTY 
EMPOWERMENT 
SUBTOTAL .779 1.334 1.756 

l_ 
1.l71 l.5Ol 9.871 

. 




.. .,.... .. . 
., .' 

PROGRAM IT?» .f:ll! IT'S IT!§ nn Em ~ 

II DOMESTIC POUCY 
TOTALS ·1.354 3.8l3 n.508 14.116 14.414 13.588 58M? 

'NOTE 

FY93 numoo. not Included In Soyw !OI.Ols, 

Nwnben; art in outlays" not budget authority (SA). 

) 



APPENDIX 2 

DEFICIT REDUCTION 

W. believe slrongly that aggressive deficit neduction is essential to the success of your 
Presidency. While new revenues may be n""""ary. we believe that you must focus on 
cutting spending as well. Reducing spending on wasteful or unnecessary programs and 
special interest subsidies will demonstrate that you are a different kind of Democrat. capable 
of goveroing. and provide the political capital (and the room in the budget) you need to 
increase spending on programs that mean a great deal to you and to the future of our country: 
health care. economic growth. and the initiatives outlined elsewhere in this book. 

The folJowing is a list of programs and special inlere" subsidies that We believe you 
sbauld consider eliminating. We have avoided cuts to peograms that serve important policy 
ends: economic development, aid to cbildIon and families. and the battle against povetty. We 
also did not include cost savings from reform of the health care system and Social Security. 
and defense cuts. Instead. we have focussed on those programs that retrtaln in the budget not 
because of their value. but because of the power of the inlerests who fight every year for their . 
retention. 

W. believe these cuts should be included in your FY 1994 budget (although you 
cannot expect to ""hieve the savings listed for FY93. we decided to list these f'8W'O' for 
illustrative purposes). Obviously. eliminating these peograms and subsidies will not be easy. 
However, you will have an opportunity to force a vote on budget reconciliation early in your 
term. at the belght of your power and popularity. This vole could be your best shot at deficit 
reduction, patticu1arly if the budget also contains new programs of imntense popularity like 
national .....ice and unive..aI health care that can make a tough vote _Ie attractive. And 
remember - if you don't eliroinate these peograms and subsidies in your first few months. 
you will have to live with them for the rest of your lerm. 

Altogether. lhls list of proposals 10 neduce the deficit would save $155.276 billinn over 
the next five ye.... Even If you chose to ellroinale only half the subsidies and progntrns on 
this list, you could reduce the budget deficit by $77 billion through 1997. That amount is 
enough to pay for all of the domestic initiatives described in this book and still provide 
significant deficit reduction. 

. neftclt Reduction Package 

FV93 FY94 FV95 FV!16 FV97 93-97 
, 

I, 
Total DefIcit 
Reduction l6.Il8 33.165 31.31;9 31.30S 33.357 155.276 

I , )-



"NOTS 

All projections"", in outlays 

All budget estimates are far Fiscal Years. 

All estimates provided by Congressional Budget Office or HOllSe" Budget Cammittoe. 

All numbers in billians. 
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TAX SUBSIDIES 


Under the income tn, the ordinary COits of doing business ean be fully dcdlU:tCd as they arc: ineurred or 
paid. but capital expenditure$ cannot Instead. capital expenditures to purchase ISscts with useful lives that 
extend beyond the CUI'l'tDt tax year U1IUt be capitalized, 'Thty are then dedUC10d at prescribed rates: 1$ the assets 
wear Put in order to 1)J:atch eosu with income. Advertising is tnated as an ordinary business ~ tbat can be 
funy deducted when incurred. ,inee providing information about a produc1 is considered essential to its tale • 

. -BeCause advertising often contribute$ to brand recognition that may last for yean, eApitalizing • portion 
of adveitisini cons and dedueling it over sevcra1 )'tan might improve the matcbinJ of business CO$($ with 
iD¢Ome. Requiting 20 percent of all advertising costs to be capitalized and dtdl.lCtCd on " ltnight·line basis over 
four )'UT$ would raise about $18 billion. 

P91itical Mlnefte!d:;: 

The advertising industry win vehemently oppose this proposal. arguiDg that becau$e the usefW life of 
advertisio.g depends on its unknown effect on customtn. any amort.U:ation rate would be arbicrary. lJJ addition. 
because advcn.i5inB is not always wy (0 identify, this option would require complex rules to diltina:uish 
advertising costs from otber ordinary business costs. Some COSts such as those of:llOtifyina ~ of price 
chAnges, redesigning product packaging. or dwlging store displAys. migbt Or might not be viewed IS advertising. 

During m. 1988 election. Ill< Dukakis C8IIlpaigo considmd dli$ proposal and go. polIlIded by m. 
advc:rtising industry. . 

,
93-91Savings 1m 1995 19971994 1996 

4.4 2.9 1.7 18.23.3 5.9 
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Tbe w: code genetalI)' does not .now deductiOM for personal living I;:Q$t$. but it allows fun deductions 
for ordinuy and necessary bu$incss expense$. Expenses for meals. entertainment. and travel are deductible only 
if tbey are clearly rdattd 10 blJliness and arc Mt deemed to be "lavilb tAd extravagant" onder the circunutances. 
MoreovCl'. only SO pertent of the ~ for meals and enttnainment meeting these c:ond.ititms can be 
deducted, 'l'hc Congress imposed these restrictiom: out of • c:oncem that some w.poyers were dcductins personal 
llYing ._IS business __ The _OIlS could be ligbt<ned _ by lowering the 80 pm:c., 
limit. Far e.wnple, limitinS deductions to 50 percent of expenses fer meals. and cntertai.nJnl::nt would ra;i$c 
........ by S15.5 billion mugh 1997. 

folitical Minefields 

S""""dng the compo..., of ex_os (or ....u and _, the! "'1""''''' <mllruory and 
necessary business cxpt:nses. from the pan that repr¢SCnlS pemmal consumption is'inevitably'aroit:rary, The 
restlUf1l\t ud cnwtainmcnt industries are depressed. and would oppose tbi$ cba.n~'in'the' Tai Code vehemently. 
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Background 

Income umod by u.s. gxpotations opmung in Puerto ltico or any U.S, poueuioo is gcnmlly treated 
IS foreign-source income, and 1be federal tax on iucb income is offset by the foreign tax credit (FTC) for In)' 

tax paid to the po:uomjon, Howevu... po$$t$$ions corporation may claim ApOl$essions W ct¢di( instead of the 
FIC. A U.S. corporation may elect to be a p<mcuions corporation jf it has: ttedved at least SO percent of its 
gross income for the last thtcc: yean front $O~ within Puerto Rico Ot another US. posscssion end at least 
75% of lUCb income Wli.$ derived from 1M active conduct of. trade Of business. BecaIl$C the possessions tal 

credit is equal to the U,S. ~ on qualified income earned in u.s. ~ons, the credit ef~vcl)' exemptS such 
ineome from federal tax. 

;:;rhe objO¢tj:ve of tbe possessioru; taX crtdit bas been to promote employment in U.s. possenions. 
Certainly... substantial fraction of employment in Puerto klto is in possession ccrporations: in 1987.82 percent. 
of ma,n-ufacruring jobs wm in pouwion$ corporatiOI\$, But criticl argue that the- credit bas provided ~ 
benefits iO Urtain busineues that art overly geDeroUS for the jobs they have m.atcd. For eumple. 
pbarmaooltiCal tnaftijfactorers. who received: 54 pereent of the tax benefits in '987. ~untcd for only 18 
percent of employment in posseuions oozporations. 

SMJC have argued that for the rcuOIl$ Itated above, the posseuions tax eredit Ihould be repealed, This 
is probably .Ot polltic.a1ly feasible, and • r<pcaI migbt Iud '" ~ .ilnply Ill<Mng their .pen""", 10 
other nations instead of back to the mainland UniIW Swes. 

A mort pt'lCtiea1 .lt~l1lIdyt. and tM one we recommend. would be to: turn the tv; credit into a wage 
credit. A wage ertdit is • more CQst-effcctive wa), to promote employment. The Treasury Department in 1985 
proposed. wage ercdit equal to 609Ii of wages up to the federal minimum wage and 20% of'wqes between one 
and four tUne the minimum w-se. Under this proposal the wage credit woul~ replace the possessions tax credit 
and the foreign tax tted.lt on income from posseuioti.$ for qualifying torpOrIlions. The Trcn.s:ury proposal would 
al$Q continue provtdinS possessions tax cm:!it for five year on active business income of qualifying: corporations. 
Dapite the grandf8lher provision. the Wa&f! credit would railie mot'\!: \ban $2,;5 billion during Im..97 period. 

PoUtic.a1 Mirulfields 

The hisp<nie COlIllIIUllily and the pb.tmw:<:utic.a1 inclUSUy'will be the major _ .. to the propo«rl 
c:hat>se'in'1lle lAX code. They will .....,.lhat changing !he Possessio.. Tax Cn:dil will create _I.ymenl m 

""""" Rico,~. 

, , 

Savings 1993 1994 1993 1996 1997 93-97 
i 

0.2 0,4 0.5 0.5 0,6 1..2 
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Credit unions. crganiz.cd for the benefit of members and opttated. without profit. arc I10t subject to 
federll income taxes ud henc:e ..,., treated. more favorably than competing thrift institutions, $Ueh fl.$ savings and 
Joan institutinns and mutuAlu.vinss banks. Taxing aU credit unIons like other thrift instirutions would raise 52.9 
billion in 1993 lhrougb 1997. TuiDg only eredit unions with assw tbove $10 million. which fCpJ'¢$eJlt about 
25% of the total number of credit \lNOns. would raise about $0,4 billion lw, 

CreWt unions. ...vings and loans, and mutual saYings banks were originAlly all taX-exempt. b1,ll in 19.51 
the Congress removed the tal exemptions from savings and loans and muD.141 savings banks. It considered them 
to be more like profiHeeking corporations than nonprofit mutual organizations, 

Since 19$1. credit unions bave ccmc to resemble· thou: otbtt thrift btstiWtiOM in crin ~. 
Credit tmion membmbip is. no longer limited to people sharing a "commoo bond," SenCrany·a place of 
employmcott since 1982.. credit unions. have been allowed to extend their services,to others, ilicluding members 
of othe: organizatiQIIS. In _lion. most c:mIit WliOllS Allow memben and Ih<!r fAmin.. to paiUcip<Io 
pe:rmwntly. even .after members have left the sPonsortns organization, Credit union membership bas grown 
from about S inuliOll in 19S!1 to .... IIwl 60 million today, indi<:aliog that crcdJ. WIi-. IiI:o _I.lhrifl>, 
now eflectively te1'WI the 8en~ public. Moreovet. credit unions are beco1:ning mOM. like SAVUlSS and loans and . 
""""'" ..vill" bonks in lito ..m.:es !hey nffer. Taxable Ihrifl> arguo that Ibn .........'" ...... of c:mIit Wlioll$ 
&ives them an unfair advantage in lOday'1 market. . 

foUlinIl M;""ficlds 

'!be crcdJ. union lobby is very _80 ..d !heir mcmbenbips very well 0IlI1I!Ii.ud. '!bey will arguo Ibn. 
!hey _ ... to _. ""..xempt _ bec.... lbny _ ., _ wilbout profit and ooIe1y {Of Ibn 
bene6. of Ibnil member. '!bey will alw'arguo that maldog them Pay ..... IiI:o Ihrift 1nsIi1Uli_ win oiake !hem 
more lib the S&L industry, and as deUiving as that arsument may be. it \\Iill still scare many 011 capitol Hill, 

1993 1995 

0.5 0.6 ~ I 
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SPENllING SIiIISlDIES 
,'') 

, 

t.Impose Ustr Fees 00 nie IDIDbd Waterway S)'Itwl 

Background 

The Corps of Engintel$ $pCmI. about $800 million on the nation', system of inland waletWlYt in 1991. 
according to CBO estimates, Current law allows up to SO petUllt of inland waterWay constrUCtion to be funded 
by R'venues from the inland WlfUWay fuel tax. • levy on 1he: tutI eonswned by barges using most segmentS of 
!bo inland "._ay sysItm. R.venucs from !bo tax eumnUy fund about 20_ of federal ouilily$ rot inland 
"""""ay """llUClion, All expenditures for operation and main_ (O&M) lOWed about $lOO million; 
eonstruc:tion outlays. about SSOO million• 

.::;Imposing user fees high enough to recover the cost of O&M ouUayt for inland waterwayt would reduce ~ 
!bo federal deficit by 5350 million in 1993 &nd 51.9 billion dlllinB thO 1993·1997 period. The n:eeipI$ _1<1 be 
cor:Wdered tax revenues. Off$eUlng receipts. or -off~tinB collections. depen.di.ng on the form of the implementing 
legislation. 'These estimates do not take into .account any ~ltill8 rcdu~ons in income tax revetwes. 

The advantage of this option is the beneficiAl effa:t of w.tr fOC$: OD efficiency, Ourina the campaign 
Govtrnor Clinton staled he would I,lSe UW fe>¢$ to help pay for lOCAl in£rastfUctIJI'C improva:ncnts, 'Ibis ptinciple 
c.old be applied II !bo federallcvd, 

Politieaf Min£iields 

The booting indUllly, which was badly bun by the lUXury "'" on yachlS, will strongly _thi, 
legislation, Ross Perot proposed imposing U$CT fees in United We Stand. 

5&\108" 1993 1994 1m 1996 1997 93-91 

,35 ,36 .38 .39 .41 1.89 
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Various proposals have been introduced in me Congress recentl'y to increase the gruing fee. These 

proposals would tither adjust che fec...uttinS indexes to reflect livestock markets and priVJ~ nna:e1and \easinS 

rates, or replace the existing fee ItrUCtUte with I new modified market value. 'The incrtaSe in federal receipts 

resvlting from eimer of these- MWW"e$ depends on the degree to which t1UlCbers reduce me sizt of their gm.ing 

stock as a result of the increased fees. 


Political Mineftelds 

lnc:n:ased fees for gr.u:in& on public lands may ovmtatc the value: of those lands when compared with 
,priVate prope:nies that might be in beuer eondition or offer more favorable l¢tic terms, In addition. low fm 
may encourage permit holders CO invest in range ititprow:mcnu and to practice Sood stewardship. over the land by ,
grui!IJ only at pennitted levels. A pot<atial disadvAlI"", of in<:roose<l f... iuhatlhcy would eut IIIIIChen' 
profits nwgw and thus might encourage them to bl'Qk:the gruJng limits and forgo range 1mprovemenu, 

-
1995 1997 93-91SaviD&$ 1993 1994 1996 

.03 .03 .IIS.01 .015 .03 
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3. 1lI1m1.".. CSRS Morrill·Ne!Joa ,'), 
. '. 

The Cooperative State Extension Servict (CSRS) in me USDA has I permanent appropriation to provide 
S50.000 .trUWally to the 1and~rrant institutions in each state and tcmtory (an arinua1 toW of 52.85 million) to 
help $uppon graduate education in the food and .gricultural: sciences. ~ amount. which has nO( changed since 
1912. is not enougb to make a significant difference to any given land·&fMt ilUtitutioo. Funher. the 
discretionary .appropriation for the CSRS (5430 million for FYl993) includes fundJ.ng fot competitive gt!!!ts: [0 
lupport graduate education at the same land-grant institutions. The Atnount for CQmpctitivc: grantS has been in 
'the 57 l(I $8 million mnge in recent years. This option R!quires a legislative t'qlCAI of the permanent 
opproprialion. 

Political Minefield! 

"'The major opponents 'fl) eliminAting this progrmn will be the land~grant unlvmities and colleges, 
However. the sums involved here do not justify continuation of CSRS, 

(J'9 \, 
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f. Ellm..... The I'Ii<e Support """""'" For Wool ADd Mohair 

Background 

Critics of the wool and mobU program claim that it is 1)0 longer needed. Originafly this program was 
meant to encourage incruscd production of wool. which was considered • ctnrCtgic mltt!:r'W when direct 
payments wet'7 5nt authorized in 1954, Wool. however. is nQ 10ll#t • strategic material, and a 1990 Otncnl 
Accounting Off)CC (GAO) lwdy found dw the progrmt d~ Dot gRady ct!«lurage prodl.lC:tlon of wool or 
improve its quality {in fact. overall wool prodU¢tion has dc¢lined liace the program belln. the Opposite of the 
ori&inal i.....' of the program). The GAO program wu ai.cAl of lb. _ program primarily __ it has 
DO clw ltBisln.tive objcclives. Only in the pm se:venl yean have payments become significant enough to 
attract attention to the prognun. Mohair is • ipClCialty fiber. of very little sig:nifi~ in relation to all U,S, fibet 
I*, and has never been coruidtm! mtegicaUy impotWlt.. By contrast witb wool. 90 percent or more of u.s. 
_ productioa is expontd. 

;'1989 CongrmionalResw1:h s.mc. nopoMllba! 41 pco:ent of the wool program went to only 1.$ 
perc::ent of sheep g:rowus. Mobair payments cbow a similar pattern. .: 

ftdiD~ b1ios1}clds 

Defender$ of wool and mohair pm,gmns araue Ihat payments: are nc:cmary to maintain a healthy 
domt$tic industry, They also erguc that me payments contribute sipifteantly to tbe econontic c\l.fVivll of some 
.rural lJ'e8S and to die income ofmu)' fN'1IlC1'S and ranchers. including Native Americans. Moreovu. the 
prognun encounge.s lamb production, thus lowering meat prices for ccnu.umm, 

1994 1995 1996 1997 93·971m I .19 .19 .2 .2 .78o II 
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The Federal Government supports ho;wy producers by subsidizing the price of boney, Under a 

rna.rb:ting loan program. producers pledge their boney IS coUateral for a federal loan at the rate of S3,g ants per 

pound. The klan can be repaid.. artd the co1la.tenl redte:med. at the market price or the loan rate, wbiehever is 

tower. The loan repayment rate for the 1991 marketing year is estimated to average 45 c:ems a pound. which 

tnea1'l$ that U.s, production is subsidized by an average of about 8.S cems a pound for the year. 


Critic, of the program. including the (Jenera! Accounting Offtce. claim that price supports. are no longer 

necessary to provide crop poUina.tion &erViees. one of the original motivations for tbe pt"OgtMl. Critic, wo point 

ro the relatively mWl number of beneficiariC$; there are only 2.000 ~ becbepers in the UDltcd Swes,


'" 
Politica,lj1.J~efields 

'Supportm of the hont) program claim tbat it is vital to the economic 'w:vival of m.any bcek.tcpm. and 
:; 	 ddt many types of crops. including commetCial cash crops. woutdl suffer is the: number of' bee colonies dropped 

Sign.UlCAntly. During the campaign. Be endorsed eliminating the boney program as pan of a defIcit reduction 
paclcagc, 

In Putting &ople First. you c.a1lcd for the: elimination of the honey program. 

Savings 1993 ' 1994 1995 1996 1997 93·97 

,()2 ,002 .002 .002 ,046 
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'rb¢ f~ government providCi both direct and indir'=t subsidies to the U.S, flag merehant marine •• 
!:hat it:. vema built. owned. and operated by U.S, r1fD\$ and engaged in international trade. One of the: direct 
federal ,ubsidies" the operating diffeRntW subsidy (ODS). ons compensates U,S. operators of U.S, flag 
vU$d.s in f.,mgn eommeree for lhe difference between the operating costs of a U.S. flag lhip with an A.Ineri.clln 
crew and the ~ COS1S of the foreiSD nag competition. Both Presidents Reagan and Bush have proposed 
eliminating ODS. 

Political Minefields 

The mc:rchant marine industry and unions will 5tronsly appose: eliminatins,tbe subsidy. The industry 
claims they are hurting. becJuse of weaker regulations mgrins f'Le.ssin1 in countna like Uberia Jnd P«nama. 
J11d that eliminating the subsidy means ships will seek to be flagged in:tMse oount:ries iDs~'of in the United 
S...... The indumy will claim !hat elimination of lbe subsidy wiU·_ten !be very .u,......, of U.S. flagged 
dUps. II'ld therefore the aational security of the- United Statu. For example. durins times: of war. the U.S. 
miUwy ... requisition U.S. fi'laed _, ship>. Fotoign fi'lled ships. ._ if !bey have • U.S. e&ptain 
""" c:rew. """"'" be ""luisitioned and probably would COIllIJWld • highaf fee In _ or war. 

Aa:or<!inS to !be House Mm:hant M..me Coouninee. industry _ II< pIAonIng to m... ill e.vly to 
mid·1m to discuss way, to mann ODS to cut down on abuses by members of the industry who are taking 
tmfai:r advantage of the tubsidy. 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93·97 

.238 .226 .194 1.142 
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The federal government provides both dire.ot and indue.ot subsidies to the U,S. ~ flag merchant marine· 
• that is, vessels built. owned and operated by U,S. funu and engAged in international trade. One of the dinu:t 
Cederal subsidies is the ocean freight differential subsidy (OFDS) which funds the. additional com for the 
shipment oC government agricultural commodities that resul15 from the 75% cargo preference requirement for 
those commodities compared with the 50% requirement for other non-military 1hipmenlS. 

Political Minefields 

." ::::I,n 1954. the Cargo Preference Act established that SOIk oC all U.s. ntm.-miliwy foreign aid by 
trtnspt)fU:d on U.S. flagsed ships. This act was established in response our tradin& partnm: who require in many. 
CASes that all foreign aid they provide be transferred on their ships. The Food Security Act. passed in the 19805. 
raised the U.S. cargo preference rcquiremest to 754 far aU agricult.utal commodities. Farmers: have: always 
opposed ""BO prer.... _ which ..... !heir goods m_ cot1ly. In _011. _'" tlley know tlley will be 
trlIlsportillg 754 of agricwtunl foreign aid, merchant marine rums use their mO$l inneficient ships to transport 
the aid. ThU raises the: CQ$t w the U.s. govemmcnt and reduces the Ilnount of aid. 

While the ~gricu1U1tll rommunity would applaud a reduction in the ocean freight diff«tntial to 50%, the 
roen;hant marine industry and unions would strongly oppose by reduction. even though the proposed change 
would ttuI agricultural goods the same as other non-military aid. 

Savings -H;H .1994 . 1995 1996 1997 93·97 

.039 .040 .041 .043 .202 
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8. Coast GwonI1OO'll> Cost 

The United States Coast Guard provides substantial, uoeompensated benefits 10 civilian navigation. 
e:s:pecil\lly to the commercial shipping industry includinS navisationaI aids. such as b\w)'s. channel markers, 
lighthouses. and search and rescue opemions for lost. d.&magcd or disabled v¢mls, the majority of whicb are 
~onal bolten:, This option assumes recovery of 100 perw1t of the costs of Coast GUJIfd services to 
cornmen;ial and pleasure boat operaton, ~: In 1990 ConJIUS enacted fees to provide partial recovery of 
CoMt GulU"th costs related to recreational and com.mereial boat operaton. '!'his year ~naress enacted a phAsed 
repeal of the fees imposed on recmuional boaters). 

Wtical Mincfields 

Savings 1993 1994 1993 1996 1997 93-97 

0.7 0.7 0.75 0.75 0.8 3.7 
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~. Restrict AgcDcy Ma..b 0. ThrltI Piall eo.trlbudons To 50'11> 

On behalf of aDY worker covered by FERS. ied¢ntl qencies autOmalicatly contribute J percent of 
individual earnings 10 the Thrift Savings Pian. in addition. the employing ageney matehes any voluntary 
employee deposits up to S percent of eamln&s. with dollar~for--donar IllAtching for the first 3- percent of p.y and 
!i0 cenu for each dollar thereafter, 'The entire f¢det1l contribution. including the automat1e contribution. for 
employees pUWng aside a full S percent AmOunts to a sum eqW1J1O S percent of pay. If the sovcmroeot limited 
matchins contributions to • uniform 3Q petcenl rate (SO cents on the doUar), savibgS over fi'Vt: years: would total 
$2.1 billion. Private employm typically match an individual's voJuoW)' thrift deposits up to 6 percent of pay 8t 

a fifty percent fate, As modified. the government's approacll would $till remain superior be¢tuse of the 
IUtomatic 1 percent contribution. The cut In matching will rut higher~SIlaricd professionalod administrative 
W'Of'ken hardest because the)' U.$C the thrift pJan the tI::u)$t. 

-. 
Political'Minefields 

'Ibis proposal will be oppo$td by Ih¢ fcdua1 employees unions and Congressmen from MJrYiaruS, P.C. 
and Virginia. where most federal employees reside, The federal employees unions will AtSue that n:strieting the 
matcb will make federal govem.ment jobs leu att:ractivc. and limlt the ability of the fedenl govenunent to attract 
and retain quelifttd people, In these: diffteult economic times. !.hat argument docs not carry much ... eight 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93-97 :i 
" ,, .47() .710 I.(l50 I.@ 1.700 5.350 II 
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10. Au,Uo. IJ_ To Vse The Radlo S....trwn 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is responsible for assigning 1icenses to private parties 
thai "'" <he radio specuwn. _y, bod! <he eon..... tnd <he A_ali.. n... _ making 
available additional licenses to provi(k land~mobile communications services. If enougb appropriate IpeetrUm 
were made A...,ailable to create two additional tieenscs. a apectrum auction is ~ to generate $3.5 billion 
over the ~993-1997 period. 'J'his =i1lW.C is J\abject to eotWdtrable ~; actual revenues could vary by 
$1 billion or rnore. The rcct:ipts would be seored l$ menues or offsetting rccelpu. depending on how the 
option was appll<d, Depending on <he .pedfic rr.qu.nei.. allocated for pri_ use. applyios the policy could 
require",,,, f'denlexpenditure. to ..I""". displlCed federal uscn of the I04Ilocated .pecuwn. 

Currently, holders of licenses who WI lite radio spectrum do not pay (beyond an application fee) for the 
right to exploit the spectrum. TechnlcaJ progreu continues to make possible a greater variay'-o( .rpedn1m uses. 
These uses f'tiqWre more spectrUm than can be acc:ommodaled by ~1 allocations And assignmentS or litenscs, 

Udng an auction Pf'O"$$ to _ign MW license for the ndio spectrum. analogous to that used for oil~ 
drilling rip" on <he Outer Continental Shelf. offen adv....g.. in _tIon to federal ••_ ..., Vnder most 
eircum.st.lnces an auction would ensunt that new licenses would go to the user that values them mO$t. An. 
auction process would decruse the cost to the aovernment of wiping lkenses and wign them more quickly 
'dlan either the comparative hearing or lottery alternatives:, 

PolitieaJ Minefields 

Aecordiog to criticube principal disadvantage of an auction process iI that it may prec:lude small, len 
lIfIluoru appli=ts - for aampt., loCal .,Ieph... cOOperative - from ..pMdios'<he1r use of the S]lCCtnIin. The 
fllWlCial SlttftgID of large finns, however. is already .& determining factor in 1he hearinS process (given the 
..gulatOl)' and !<gal e>pCllSCS) tnd al$O in <he lotf<!y process gi..n !he ~ .,am. for SJlCCIlUID all""'""n 
thai it .......). Ilowevu. __ iIIrge firms, such as Motorola, will oppose <he -onilJi or spectnun, unl... it 
is Iiod '" maI:ing more of the federal ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,'s spectruin avoilable.(such as portions of <he SJlCCIlUID assigned 
to the Dep4ttment of Def.... wbidl ... no lonp bolnS fully ut!llzed for military P!l%p<l$<$)· The 1loU$< Energy 
tnd C'omme.rct would bave to appro.. such • c:lwtgo in <he allocatioo of spectnun, 

1993 1994 1995 1996 ' 1997 93·97iSavin,. 
1.7 1.8 o o o1 II 
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n. Ellmlnate Below-Cost TImber Sales From National Forests 

in seven of nine National Forest System re8ions., annual cash receipu from federal timber sales have 
consistently failed to tOver the Forest Service's (FS) annual cash e:r<pendjHU'e$, These thr¢e regions have 
exceeded cash rempu by .. ratio of 3 to 1. 

Be1ow-cost timber sales have several potential dlsad'iantages, They may lead (0 an iotmlSe in the 
federal deficit. wasteful depletion of federal timber resources th.roush I,lneconomk twvws. unW.t:t'WI~ 
destruction of roadli;$$ forests valued by many recreational visitors, and government interference with private 
timber matktU. ' 

':One advantage -of the utes. however, is !hat the FS timber program generates other~thAn·fm~iaJ 
benefits to the lovernment. Among these is community slability in MUS dependent on the federal timber 
industry for togging and othct J'¢1aIed jobs, The risk of economic hardship from eliminating the federal timber 
program in the$e areas could be reduced b)' sradually lowering the level of bdow-cost timl>er sales. by providing 
federal job replacement skill programs. and by encouraging greater development of other activities. such AS 

touris:tn and recrution in the national forests. A consensus could be reached on this as pan: of the tiJ:nber 
conference Governor Clinton promised during the ~psign to hold. 

! . 
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997Saving' 

.03 ,045 ,06 ,075 .23 
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Background 

Private ACeeSS to public domain lands for hardrocl mining is eontrol1ed by the BureAu of Land 
MltIlgement (BLM). Under the Mining: Law of 1872. the discovery of a "valuable mineral deposit" and the 
staking ()f a mining claim gives I prospectOr lhe right to mine and sell public domain minerals without paying 
fees or royalties to the federal government Tbc only condition is an annual expenditure of at least $100 ~~ I 
"diligence requirement" to develop the claim. Moreover, under cum:nt ptovmGnS. public b.ardrock miningu 

lands can be patented and allowed to pU$ Into privue hands for A fee of $2.50 to $5.00 an acre and, it is argued, 
without a thorough assessment of their alterna.tive uses. 

Political MiMfislds 

Various propou.l$ edst to raise lees on bardrock mining claims,LOpposition to thcR amendments stcms~ 
from a:rgwnents that any dwlge in the eum:nt Jaw reducing the prospectors' expeetcd return would t:ipificantly 
decn:ase QVcrall prospecting. including that for strategic minerals important.to nationAl security. 

18 
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13. Wutber Service Fea. 

Background 
. 

'The National Weather Service (NWS) provides weather and flood warnings, pubtic forecasts. and $C\'tl't 

weather advisories for the entire United SIAt,¢s. NWS data and ttU!.terials are made available to private 
meteOrologists for their use and offered to private television and radio stations for their brOldc&st. Mm:h of 'this 
infonnation is offered free of cbarge. 'fbis option would ciW'ge for special weather services. 

Political Minefisl2~ 

Radio and te~vision stations and networks will oppose weathu service fees:- They win argue, that 
information on weather a.nd pu;blic foteCtiU should be made rudily available to the public. However. charging 
fees wiIl.aot impede public aetcss lO me weather services. since broadcasters will undoubtedly eontia1Je 10 

provide the information - even if they have to pay Alimall fee - since there is a strong demand for such a 
service•.-:; 

SAvinas 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93·97 
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Background 

The Intultate Commerce Commission (ICC) regulates rate$. operating rights. and mergers and 
acquisitions of inlU$t8:te motor ean1cn and railroads. It also ruks on rail abandonments and cormruetion of new 
raillioes. The lCC's powm have diminished slru:t the passage in 1980 of the Motor Camet Act,and the 
Staggtn Rail Act. &lid its staff and budget have decreased accordingly. But the v~ of regulation remain, 
including a large number of f01.lti.ne a.pplications for ICC approwJ of operating rights, rates. bnd other busin~ 
dccisic!u. 

Twng me final step of the motor-earrier deregulation proce$s begun a decade ago """ eliminating aU 

rmWning ICC regulation of trucking and inten::itY bus companies - c:ould save the federnJ government about 

$25 million to $30 million annUfJJ)'. Deregulation would apply only to cwnomk regulation; motor caniu 

safety would .till b<> regulated by tIu: Fcdenllflghway Mministtalion. ~ 


Cu:trc:nt regulations impose costs not only on the federal government but also - and in much greater 
. 	magnitude - on can:im and 5hippe.rs. In 1990. motor carrim filed 20.000 applications for openI.ting authority. 

nearly 1.000 appliCAtioIl$ for approval to merge with Of acquire odler motor carricn, and mort: 1hM one million 
tariff$; railroAds tiltd 185,(X)O tariffs. Estimates of dtregulation savings to the private sector run as high as 128 
billiOD a year. 

ProponentS of deregulation note that the trucking industry is bighly c:ompe:titive and that competition can 
l'Cduce costs and increase productivity far more efficiently than can ~gula1iOD. Oppone:its contend chat the 
remaining regulation is not burdttuome and ~ the open filing of tariffs and applicaUol\S for operating rights, 
rate t;hartgc:s. and mergen: protects carriers and shippen:. 

As with mmor ea:rricr;. eliminating ~ts for railroads to file applications far routine matten 
c:ould reduce costs: to the federnI sovemment as well AS (0 the i,ndl,l$try. There is colUiderable debate. however. 
over whether the rail indu.stry is suffici¢ntly competitive to protect the interests of $hippen. For instance. sOme 
shippers bl\'e 4Cceu to olll)' one nillline. and some communities. depend on rail sc:t'Vice fCit their economic 
viWity. Authority \0 handle eA$C$ involving market power could be shifted to the: Department of Tiansponatton 
if We ICC wue abolished. Advocates of m<n extensive deregulation of railroads argue: that the ability of 
lhippers to enter into Jong~ccrm contracts with railroads diminishes ~ railroads' JXII!'Ut pov.-er. Tbey aho note 

that. tommunities. dependent on ra.U can provide subsidies. Of other incentives to keep rail operations in busineu, 

During tile: campaip. _ pn:$tOtcd you with this deficit reducdon option. We would need to do some 
poliuealwotl: _ tIu: T......... to mu. , ... tIu:y are ""mfonabl, with this proposal, 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997iSavings 
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~ Erfmin.tt CoIlS1l1DU Homemaking Grants 

Background 

This prognun provides gnmts to suw: to prepare youths and adults to be homemakm. "Federal funds 
art: Allocated aceordinS to AS'(Ate's per capita iMome and population; one·third of each sunc's aUotment must go 
to 'CCOtIOmically depressed~, These funds can be used for lft$UVction in family living and parenthood. food 
preparation and nutrition, child development and guidance, home management. 4fld the like. In 1990. about $;4 
miUion was appropriated f{lf this-program. and grants were made to SO UAte$, the District of Columbia. and six 
outlying areas. 

Political Minefields 

CrltiCl of the Consumer and Hoamnaking EdUCAtion program argue both that there is: no C$Wltiai 
federal role in educating people to be homemakers and that federal funds are not necessary to support tMse 
particular activities. They generally t:\lpplement Wlte and local programs for elementary and secondary schools, 
wbere SlAte and iocal dollars exceed federal dollars by more than 20 to L If they chose. s~ and localities 
could also use funds from their B8.$«: Grants Co States to continue these services. 

, 

, 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93-97 

,005 ,030 .035 ,04{) ,04{) ,150 

, 

,, , 

• 
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Hi. EJimlnate Law.Rdaled Grant 

B!£kground 

This pro,ram aims to provide: clrlldrcn, youth. and Ad\l!u with M(lwtedge and skills penaining to the 
Jaw e.nd to the legal principJes and values on whl(:t\ it is based. 

PoUdQl Mlnefields 

The argument (or eliminating this prog,nun. wtticb \\'AS f'irst funded in 1980 and supported 36 projects in 
1m. is that it has lUCCC:nfu11y suppotted the institutionalization of law-reWed education. including teacher 
tra.ininj:. Past rccipienu of graots lhould bo .We to rontinue wilhout federal~. The legal profession 
will oppose the elimination of this grant prosram. 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93·97 

0 .005 .OOS .DOS .005 .02!l 
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'Background 

This program's purpose is to develop educational praedees that help low.;ncomc children in the early 
elementary grades fulfill their potential. 

Political Mineftelds 

Those who would eliminate Follow~Through note that it was initiated in )968 u a ,hon·leml 
experimental program. It gcnmted many ideas. but the ChApter 1 Basic Grant Program is now the appropriate 
vthicie for funding state and lo:a1 educational agencies to develop as well as to impitml¢nt services: for 
disadv~~ged children in preschoolud e1cmentary~school srades. 

,Savings. 19971993 1995 199. 93·971994 
, 

° ,O!,0005 ,01 ,035m i 
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18. Privatize NOAA Researeb Fleet 

Background 

National Oceanic Atmosbperc Adminsitration (NOAA) is comprised of S .dcpanments including: the 
NationaJ Ocean Service; the Nationa1 Marine Fisheries Service; the Oceanic and Atmonshperic Fisheries 
Research. the National Weather Service; and the Nationa1 Environemental Satellite. Data. and Information 
Service. NOAA programs provide scientific. tecbnical. and management expertise to promote we and efficient 
marine and air navigation, assess the health of coasW and marine resources, monitor and predict the coastal 
ocean and global environments. and protect and manage the Nation', coastal resources. 

To assist it in carrying out it responsibilities. the NOAA owns and operates a fleet of sea vessels for 
scientific research and other duties. These vessels cany out icientific experiments and maintain buoys and 
navigational beacons. The House Budget Committee has proposed selling the NOAA fleet to the private sector 
and baving the agency contract with the buyers for service..The House Budget Committee believes we can save 
SSO million II year by privatizing the NOAA fleet without damaging the agency's ability to fUlfill its functions. 

Poltical Minefields 

Opponents of this proposal will argue that the NOAA should not become reliant, on the private sector 
for vessels needed to provide important information to the public. Environmentalists and scientists are likely 
opponents of this proposal. if they see it as II means to cut back on scientific work. in the area of oceanic and 
Ibnoshperic research. 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93-97 

.05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .25 
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19. PrisoDer Vier Fee 

Background 

This proposal was in the President's fY 1993 budget request. and included in the conference report to 
!he FY 1993 CollU:Mfce. Justice. State. and Judieiary Appropriations Bill. The proposal dinxu the Attom;ey 
General to colle<;:t fees from ineMcerated individua!s to cover the ....erage cost of one year of in~n. The 
languagt permits the Attorney General to waive all or part of the fee based <:In indigence or other mitigating 
circumstances. The Bureau of Prisons estimates that about 9 per>;enl of the newly selected prisonen would be 
abIt 10 pay their CU'St year cost of in~ti.on, 

Political Min.efields 

This proposed user fee wouki likely be opposed by civil libenarians. 

I,Sa\ings 1993 1995 \9971994 1996 93·91 
,,()48,()4S ,()48 ,()48,()48, ,240 , 
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:10. BATF u.... F... 


'This proposal would have initiated user fees for ('main akoholic beverage label approvals and 
laboratory analyses perl'ormed by BATF. These wvi.c:es currently are provided ~ of charge, 

Political Minefislds 

This proposai was in the President', FY 1993 budget request. n was n::~ted in 'the House 
Appropriations Bill. &eapted in the SeJ1I1te. and dropped in conference. 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 . 1997 93·97 

.OOS .005 .OOS •OOS .005 . .025 
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DOMESTIC SPENDING curs 


NASA proposes to expand research and technology development programs, which aim to estabUsh a 
U.s, hue on the Moon around the rum of the century and to carry out a manned miuion to MA:f$ liound 1010. 

The main disadvantage of proceeding with this program at this time is the cost and the fact that the 
space station and solid rocket technology. bodl of whkh Be supportS. are not co:mpJe~ yet. The projett is also 
estimated to eost -.s much as S400 billion by the tum of the century. 

~JiAltin8 funding for this program now underscores a ClintonIGoTe Administration', eommitment to pay~ 
&$~you..go·budgeting. Acc¢rding to Steve PMner of Senawr Gore's Subcommittee on Science. Space. and 
Te<hnology. the Augustine Commi_ which Vic< Pluideot Quayle di=tcd NASA to convene. said IhAt 
exploration from Earth should be on A pay as you go basis. In addition. many of the subsidiary beneflts of the 
Mooru'Mm initiative could be more certainly and leu expensively realized by pursuing mtunJuve fedcnU 
fcicnce progrtuns:. Finally. Be hu alnacly committed to building me Space Station, the Minion (0 PlAnet Earth. 
and funding for the Advanced Solid Rock.et MOlor (ASRM) program. all of which underscore BC. strong: 
support for NASA. 

Political Minefield? 

There will be some bac:klash from certain states and the space eommunir;: should Be propose halting 
funding for the Moon to Mm Missi()n. Thc; strongest response will be from Texas. and particularly Houston, 
where the manned space program is based. Many supporters of manned .~ activities will view tha U A 
signal that BC does not support manned missions. That is why it is important to make two points. First. that 
BC is • strong supporter of the manned space program. whicb is w~y be is committed to building the Space 
Station FreedDm. Seeond, that ending funding for the Mars/Moon Mission does not mean Be is not comrnined 
to lupporting " manned mission to Mm.. Rather. Be is concerned that NASA will be unable to complete its 
objectives within present budget constraints. There may also be some negative reactions out of Florida. 
California, Maryland, and AlAbama - where the $p4CC: communities Ate based - elthougb none of these state$ 
bAs the wne kind of commitment to the: MoonIMm Mission as Texas. It is interestin8 to note that Ross Perot 
hu called for the endin8 of funding for the SP.ace Station. which is the major manned space program, 

Two other potentiallosen from • decWon to halt fundinS for the MoonIM.m Mission win be Boeing 
and Martin Marlena.. which had won the contracts for the preliminary design tor the Cd liMlanncd orbiters to 
we Moon. the rust pan of the Moon to Man progrmI. However. neither of these are major projecu;, 

'the Houu and Senate. with Senator Gore's support. zeroed out funding for the MoonIMarc initiative for 
FY93. 

,, 
Savings,, 1m 1994 1995 1996 . 1997 93·97 

, .045 .OS .095 .095 .100 .415 
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Producen of wnw.. com and otbet feed grains, lice. and conon who participate in federal commodity 
prog.mns receive I deficiency payment, the primary form of direct government payment to f.anners, The ,iu of 
Ihe defiQency payment is calcullu:d in part from the cliffml'lIX betweeD the market price of I erep and a target 
price. 

'The alternative di$(:US$Cd hcJe. would ff:duee target prica by 3 percent per year starting with the 1993 
crops. Outlay u:vinp would be: an csti.ml.t.ed 513,3 biWon over the 1991..91 period. 

An advantage of reducing Wset prices is thai it wooW increase the degree to whicb farmers respond to 
market prlc<•• tlI1her ""'" to government program _fits, in making !heir producili>II d¢cmo... U.s. 
competitor'S and trading pll"tl1et$ view deficiency pI.)'me1'l1S as tradt-distortiog. BriDglDS down target prices IS 

che U.s. IlCsotiates foreign-subsidy cuts as part of (jA'IT would be good public policy. • 

Political Minefields 

The farm &wes of the midwest and south will oppose these changes. as will their ~tativu in 
Col'lsress. DHpite e.n impt'l)Ved outlook fot Igrieulw.ral man:.eu, many farmers are still facing financial 
difficulties. However. proViding financial assistance to needy farmers would be: more Qropriatc and would 
cen.ainJy be more cost-effective bccauu: the bulk of deficiency payments SO to wger. usually wealthiu, farmers.. 

SaviD:Ss 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93-97 

.440 1.55 2.15 3.2 5.95 13.29 
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J. R.lI$o Shan 01 Amag" _glhIe For ~ rlym"''' 

Outlays of the Commodity Credit COrporation would be recluced by cutting the number of acres ~igible 
for deficiency p.ayments. Currently, wheat. feed ITaim, Cotton. and riet pmdu«n participate in cOmmodity 
programs receive a deftciency payment. The size of the deficiency payment is generally equal to the difference 
between the target price for the commodity and its: mAttet priet times th¢ program yield assigned to the farm, 
times Mpayroenl acres", Payment &ere$. equals 8S~ of the fann's crop acteage base. less iand idled to comply 
w~tb the acreage reduction program thAt is in effCC( (If the crop during that crop year. 

This option would expand the changes made in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 by 
decreas.ingJhe amount of land e1isible to receive deficien.cy payments from 8S,* of base acreage to 15% (If base 
a:creage.·.··Producen would be permitted to plant any crop or oil$ccd OIl dtis. Additional Wipaid acreage without 
losing eijgib!1ity for future program benefits. These changes would be introduced both to reduce program 
spending and to inct¢4St the flexibility dw fanners nave to make planting decisions in tes.ponse to the !:'leeds of 
the matttt rather (han the rulC$ of the farm programs. 

PoliticaJ Minsfidd$ 

The disadvantage of this option is that it would decrease farm income for DlO$t participants of 
co:m.tJ\()(fil')' ptQgratnS and for people raisiDg crops that do not ~y receive federal support. Progn.m 
p&ticipants would gentrally $hilt production away from program crops on land no longer earning lubsidies and 
toWard alternative .crops. AJ.. result of these changing production pattern$. inoor:nes of growm of non~ptOgrn.m 
(;TOps would be burt by ,the new competition. 

,• 

SAvinp 1997 93-971993 1994 I99S 1996 

4,0,960 ,910 .810.410 .890 , 
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Background 

As pan of !he 1m appropriation lor !he Department of He",",g and Urban o.V<lopm<nt (!IUD), the 
CongTeSS funded 133 spccia1~pul"pO$t &f*lll$. The confmn¢t ~ accompanYing the appropriation act specifies 
the activities funded by each grant. as wen as the eommunities and organizations R:¢tiving them, AlthauSb the 
arants are pan; of the appropriation for renw bousini amltanee far low-income households. the overwhelming 
tnljoriry of thtm Aft airutd at community and economic development. infrastructure, and public service 
activities. SpeeUlC endeavors: include art (Cnlm 4fld rt:C'l"e&tion and health cart facilities. 

One argument for not fundin! them is that their benefits .aR Itricdy toea.! and should be funded at the 
Joc:Illtve1. Moreover. In last yw" bucf&ct request. the Administration wd that this type of grant vio1a.teJ the 
prindpJes of open and fair distribution of HUD program mou.ra:s that were adopted by the Congress in the 
1989 HUn Rcfonn Act. The Adminiso:aUOTI t'unh¢r maintained that these grants wm: being·.warded without 
JQrhoriution eM withol.U published &election criteria or:competitive application procroures, F"tnally. they are not 
well-targeted towards states with low pet capita incomes, hi fact. in 1992; the 10 states wittn.he bighest per 
capita income in 1989 (and witb 29 percent of the U.S. population) will receive 33 percent of the total amount, 
iIU'Id 1he 10 poortSt stattS (with 10 percent of the population) win reecive only t7 pe.reent; tht rest of the SUl:tes, 
with moderate incomes. will get SO pucent of the fUnds. 

During the eampajp, Governor CUo... """" 0" io favor of eliminating'Speclal-Purpose HUD Oranu. 

Political Minefield!!: 

Savings 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 93·97 

0 .055 
. 
.Il .13 .13 .435 
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Background 

Under current practice. when federal Agencies disbune tt&earCb Md development (R&D) grantS co 
uni\'US.itics, they pl)' not only the direct OOS1$ incumd by the researcbcrs but also indirect ~ Besides 
adminlStrative oV«hud, such ex:pemes include library and ltUdent $t.l"\'iees. building and equipment, and 
optmiions and maintenance, Of. total of S4 billion in univcnity grants and C<:InU'8.C($ paid for Sl.l billion in 
indirect eom, Concerned by the rise In such com, the Congress has begun to reduce them by capping the 
administrative portion at 26 percent of SO<Alled modified direct com - sub$et of all direct costs - fot n:iUrCh 
sponsored by the Deparunent of Health and Human Services antS), 'I'he department AC.COUnled for over half of 
dle 59.2 billion in university R&D sponsored by tbc federal go't'CtnJ:llCtlt in 1991. 

,)I'be President and ~Dp$i oould funher rMlJU indirect costs by capping the administ:m.ive portion at 
20 percent of modified direct com for university TCsurcb spon$Ored by all non4efense agencies. 4fid capping 
facilities:, indirect east! At 15 percenL In order to save the funds indicated below. the appropriations for the 
reln-anii'gencies would have to be rub.tced by the: amount corresponding Ii) the saved ind.inict costs, This is 
beeause the funding for these indirect cost$ typically comes within the appropriation ceiling - crowding OUt 
direct ;pending on research itself. 

PofitJeal Minefield! 

Opposition to such reduction in overhead stems from the need to maintain a healtby university 
Cl'lVUonmenL Despitt _ handful of weU·publieiz.cd oeeumnctS of univm:ity abuse of indire¢t ~ charges. 
recent audits At HHS have found that questionable charges amount to only about 1 percent oC 1ndirect cests, 
MOft:' irnponant. defendm en ;he eummt lystem argue. is che need for the tmivemtics to recovc:r the total eost of 
research, so that the United Swes ¢U: continue to maintain the worId-class s)'stem of R:SC8I'Cb. universities built 
up at great cost over a period of decades. Not aUowina universities to recover alI costs: could result in slow 
decay IS financially strapped inrututioO$- mlaht be {orced to reduce mvutrnents in new Caclliucs, f:ODlpiete library 
coUcctions. And lhc lib. In additi01l. the data. at this point, do fiOt exi$t t(llllow federtl agencies to detcn'rune 
the U'Ue total costs of R&D and the pauem of distribution of these costs AmOtii universities and spending 
utesories, In t.b.o# QrcumSWlCc.&. «C*p eould easily be leE belQw the real cost.ft'JeOvery point. 

Iu an Alttrnatln to eaps on individual indirect cost components. the Congress could impose an overall 
i.ndi.rtet COlt eap 011 All institutions. This 'Y'tem would provide those instinttionl tbm are above the overall cap 
with altincmtive to become more efficient and eost-COllscious. lnstimtiog. flat rate of 40 pen::ent (roughly the 
avens' indin:c< "'" me in 198() wooId ......., apending by $200 _ in 1993 end $2,9 bUllon over !he 
1993-1997·period. 

Savings 1995 1996 1997 93·971m 1994 

! 
, 

,,76 ,8,33 ,66 3.38.$3 
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6. SoImIIute Pri.... Flnllldua For Govemm .... F1noIIdu& Of The Superfimd I'roilmD To The _ ..... 
£mol Posslblt 

The SupcrWnd program to clean up the nation', wOrJt hazardous lites makes four groups of "potcntiaUy 
te$pOnsible panit.s" (PRPs) liable for cleanup 00$1$. damag<:s (0 ~",$O~$. an4 the -cost of health·impact 
.«udla. The PRPs incJude , cite', put and pres.ent owners and operators, the generators oC its hazardous 
,ub~ and An)' tt1.ll$pOrtCl1 who sclccted the $itt: a$ «disposallo¢ation. 

This proposal wouJd mini.Jni~ dlC \I.$C of money from lbc Superfund UU$t fund for cleanup wort: the 
fund would be drawn 00 only when the eol1ecti.Vc resources of Ii lltt;', PRP& are insufftcient to cover the totAl 
casu. Specifically, the EPA woWd forgo the optioo of funding I cleanup and then seeking mmbursc:ment. And it 
would avoid PRP aeldemctit5 that covemd less than 100 ~nt of cleanup work and past costs. In iOme 
respc:cu. the proposal Jl\CftJ.y extends EPA', cu:rrent "enf~Dt tint" Superfund strategy by placing ev(m more 
emphasis ooleverlgins privste--JeCtor dollars; bowever. it uses i~ private spending.as an opportunity 10 

rtduce fedtl'll up"ndiwm rathu cbaI! to """""'" !he pace or the Supetfuncl program. .: 

The strongest vmioQ oCthii proposal includes short*tenn'and emergency removal actions. as wen as 
IODB~tcrm rexnedial aaponstS And their 'assoc:iatcd ,tudiCi. in the definition of c1eanup work. 'This variant would 
save $1.1 billion over five yean, assuming that Superfund I4J. rates ~ain unchanSed, 30 percent of the sites 
have no financially viable PRPs. and the enforcement budget rises by 20 percent, Focusing more narrowly on 
remedial actions and their preliminary studies would reduce the fiv¢.year ,.vi.ngs to $700 million, 

Political Minefields 

P'raponenu or this approach arsue that it would better reflect the "polluter pays" conception of fairness 
that is • auiditl8 principle of the Superfund 1aw, and that it would rt4uee tht overall cost of baz.ardous waste 
.....up by taking fuller adv..tas. of the effi,jeru:y of !he priv.", .ector. Opponent> ",lIt_ that funher 
emphasis on levenging priVltc doll81'S is likely to be meff'wient. given the in:tptlCt on cUforcement cOsts. and to 
""" the rislo: '" boallh lIad the .nvirolllllClII by delaying .....up; that probibiti.g the .... of joint Superfund and 
PRP fuwK:ing is unfair given tballita may involve "orphan-shares" associated with parties that are insolvenl or 
cannot be {ouru1~ and d:W in~ in private-party oontt'ibwot!$ should continue to be: 0$Cd to increase the pact:
orthe_. . . 

.. 

Savl"" 1m 1994 1995 1996 ':1m . 93·91 

.7S . .190 .310 .270 
. 

.280 1.1 
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1. StrwaJlll. The Optradoa or F_ .....ad..' F'!dd om.. 

A 1991 report by the GAO found that the Agricultural Sta.bili.z.ation and Con$CfVation Service (ASCS) 
and the Soit Conservation Service (SCS) have offices in more than 85 percent of the 3.ISO counties tn the U.S,. 
the Farmers HOme Administration has off'ka in over 60 percent of the counties. and the Extenilon ~jce has 
offices in nearly all of the countics. Each agency employs $owe-level manageri to ove:me loc:aJ opcmtions. The 
GAO repon recommended extensive strea!lllltUng through the coUocatiDn and COllSolidarion of field ofrtce$ and 
through lmprovetnents in ,haria, m.ources (collocation involves two or more agencies sharing a common 
operating site: eonsoudation involves meraing two or more field offICeS of a siagle agency into Asingle offlce). 

During tht campaign, Governor Clinton stated his support for streamlining USDA field offices, 

Political Mjnefttlds 
" , 
"~,'The USDA, in mponse 10 the GAO report. claimed it would be difficult to rW.iu substantial cost 

h.\ings, The USDA stated that many oppommitiC$ for sbaring filed office resources have alrwly boca reallud, 
that many field of'5ee& btive already been collocated or consolidated. and that fun coliocatiOl'l is oot always 
pouible. Farm lobbyists will argue that this proposal will CfWC. a reduction in services. In on1er to mute some 
ot the criticism.., Governor Cfuuon may want to order A. paperwork *0011 for field offict$ along With the 
streamlining, to improve scrviw to farmers. 

" 

J 
Savings
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Background 

Tht Rural Electrification Administration (REA). an agency within the OcplU"tlnent of Agriculture:, 
provides .t'inanciaJ assistance to clectric and teltphone utilities wt serve rural.ueas. To qualify initially for an 
REA loan. a bonowu's service area could not contain more than 1.soo inhabiW11S. Most of the REA's 
borrowers that are telephone companies were established in the 19505, Many of tM commuruties originaJly 
identifted by the REA as rural areas: are now mucb wger, but any utility that met the original $UViCCHIre8 

requirement ean continue to receive lU:A assistance. l'be .. ~cy's borrowers serve about 10 percent of the 
nation's electricity consumm: and .bout " percent of its telephone CI).$WmetS. ' 

'Ibm: are enentiaU)' twO WAys 10 mduee REA subsidies. Tho first, increa.s.ing the interest rate- on REA 
S pe=nt direct I.... anti on Rural Telephone Bank (RTB) low, would acbicvc budgetary ~vins' by 
eliminating the Deed for f;Ubsidy appropriations for direct loans. The scc:ond. ctwging·Jlt origination fee for new 
loan parant"_, to cover the risk of dc{a.ull$ on guaranteed loans. would acbieve additional sayings, CoUceting 
wch fees would eliminAte: the need. for JUbsidy appropriations to the REA guanuuce program.: 

Politiea1 Mineftelds 

A majority of Members of Congress from rural areas will oppose tll'ly changes in the REA. While the 
REA has largely fulfilled Its original goal of making .1""",, anti ttlephonc ,""icc ••';Ioblo in rIII'Il 
communities. proponents of the agency win argue that many ItiJl depend on its low interest loans to maintain 
and expand electric services to J\U'lJ communities. However, with more thaD $16 billion in outstanding REA 
loana at rates of 5 percent and 2 pm::ent, the additional iotcmt cost for new IOM$ Qf b$ d;.an 51 billion «year 
would have only a smaJl impact on customer rates. Similarly, although chatgins an oriJjnation fee on REA 
guarantees would eventually rault in higher utllity rates. the impact on individual 'customers would be small. 

1993 1994 I99S . 1996 

I 
93·97 
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INTERNATIONAL DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 


Background 

Security anisWlCe, which comprises military aid and economic lUppon funds. is an imPO'tU.!:It means of 

advancinB the interests of U,S, natiortal security or foreign policy. In the Cold War em.., seeuri:ty assistance was 

uted to counter the spread of communism. 


After ~ to Israel and Egypt. assistance to countries with U.s. ba$e$ is the $CCODd largest 

component of =uriI)' ..." ...... Curruldy, lb. U.S. provides owly $1,1 billion pel- year i. fordgll milllUy 

firtaneing And $300 million per year in cconooUc support funds as pts and loans to four "base rights" rights 

countries:.~cY. Oreece. Philippines. and portupJ. In some CU¢$, the miliwy financing is uud to modernize 

forces and to make the country', weapons systems compatible with those of U.S. ~orces, Irt olber cascs. the 


• 	 fuodJ meed. ""'"'try', pun::b&se of U.s. milllUy equipm'" &lid ...me.. """'"" undisbumd. and build up as 
balance$ uncommined to «oy p4rtieular purchase. in .. period of tight budgets, assistance to these countries can 
be cut slwply and gradually eliminated over the next five years. 

Recent changes in the world provide the United SUites with the OpportunilY to c:IeercMe security 
amstan<::e. The Soviet Union no lonser cxlSU. and the WltJ,iiw Pact has been dluolved, The diminished 1htt:at 
has pe:rmiuod the U.S. to mtucc its own forces.leavina the U.S. military with an excess inventmy of milltary 
equipment. The law implementing lb. Conventional FOt<tS In E\Irope Trwy provides for !be tnlL<fCf of links. 
trti1Iery. end armored veb.ic1ei to u.s. allies on the southern flank of NATO. The Philippines is also receiving ) 
exceu military equipment. These counuics., tbm:fore. have leu need for new fu.nding. 

PoUti£!! Mine(ields 

S\tJ)pOrterS of security assinance argue that ~ to military facilities is lfCCured under long~term 


agreement!. An abrupt could harm relAtions with the recipient countries. espemlly those anticipating U.S. 

, misWlCe to pay fot military equipment ahudy under contraCt. [a addition. it may be 100 culy (.0 ten whether 


the instability within and between the DCW republics of the Comtnon.wulth of States will decrease che lon'~term 


milllUy_ .from !bel "'am. 


,. ,,Savings 1997 93·961991 1994 1m 1996 , 

. 	 ,ISO .540 1.610.040 .3111 .ssa . 
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Additions'" 1m 1994 1995 1996 1997 93-97 

15.0 1'.0 IS.O 15.0 IS.O 75.0 

'" Provides fot' revenue lou from' exemptions f()f Me:A.ico and Canada.. but not Israel. Revenue estimates include 
increase from totpOrate income tax of dome$tic oil: and gas producers. 
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NEWKEVENUES 

I. 1m""", All OU Import F.. 01 $S Ptr BIt'l'd 

liac;ksround 

One way to raist revenue throujh some type of uergy IU is Aft oil import fee of $5 per barrel. on its 
own or in combination with some: ocher energy tax. 

Althou.gh it would raise less revenue than a gas tax, an oil import fcc would be easier to 1mp'ement ..., if 
you cx~pt Mexico. Canada. and Isrul you c:an do it by executive: on1cr iostoe.d of by legislation). It would 
polCDually cut 1hc trade deficit by rcducin& U.S. dependcDOe on foreip oil. and would belp the sassing domesti<: 
oU industr)'. 

A.fI oil import fee would allow domestic suppum to cb.atge a hisher priee and stin remain competitive 
with imports.. providing an incentive .0 inmase domestic ~tion and I windfall to some domestic oil 
prod~ - and iru::Rase the number of domestic oil jobs. by as mIlCh as 100,000. An oil import fee would 
also boost production of naw.t&I 8M by- one to two percent due to the tise in gu prices induced by higher oil 
priec$. 

Like the tax cn all oil. the fee would also maintain incentives {or cotlSCl"V1Ition by increasing energy 
prices. An oil import f« of $5 would dect=, "'orgy consumption by 200,000 bam:ls per day. It would 
_ nabOM! seeurity by reducina importS by 400,000 barrel. per day. 

S"""" an oil import fee would r<duce dellWld and price. for imported oil. such importeet trcdi.g 
pannen as c.nada. Mexl<:o. and !be United Kinadom migbt object to iL Exemptioa oil impons from these 
'b'Iding panners.. howe.vcr. would wbstantiAJ1y reduce the fcc', revenuc potential because imporu from t.bcic 
countries now account for about one..qu.aner of U.S. oil imports. It u important to note that many developing 
coum:ries have oil import fees to help decrwi dependence on fon:ign 011. 

Some V<iU argue tbat In import "'" will vioLa., the GeIlCtlll Agreem,nt on Tariffs and Trade (GATn. 
howt:.., otben argue tbat oil Import rees ... ,"-ted from OAT!' bnsod on national security pounds. Any,.aims that )'QVf' S~1t for a oil import ioe: implieJ that you are a protectionist arc easily countered by your 
"""'I and a_t .upport for NAI'I'A. and the Uruguay Rouods. 

PoUtie.nI Minefields 

An oil Import "'" would ba... dilf..... etrccu in cliff..... t't&I<>n> of the _, 0. bohmoe. it would 
benefit oil'J'TOClucini ...... bccaI,.. produ<:oR would =eM hlaber prices. but oiI-coosumiolg _-especially 
in !be N__bear mud! of the _ of the fee aftd of !be hiJber prices U.S. oil produ<:oR n:Wv<. 
Unlib "gas Wt __, an oil Import fee would apply m... eqult&bIy to CO"""""" of both home oil and 
lIItCmobu....... The "'" would &Iso be oppooul by petrochemicoI ..d rubber manufaotwm because iI would 
....... their raw material .... of export products. 

MAjority Leader Gep_ ;., • long-lime suppor!<f of th, fee. and could be ,xpected to be • mAjor lilly 
for you on this proposal. Uoyd Bentsen bas 10DS: been an advocate. of All oillmpott foe, Prmdent Carter's 
1980 oil Import fee was ..jeeted by Cooarcss. 
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SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

"Energy in the executive is a leading character of good government." 

Alexander Hamilton 
The Fewlis! 1170 

Since the early days of the Republic, Presidents have used independent execu
tive action - executive orders, proclamations, and memoranda· - to take action in 
limes of crisis, fill the void left by congressional inaction, and set the tone for their 
administrations. 

Ifyou choose, executive action can playa key role in your policy strategy. Some 
of the most fa,..reaching changes in American history were accomplished by executive 
action. For example: 

• 	 Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory from France without any 

prior authority from Congress. 


• 	 Lincoln suspended the writ of habeas corpus at the outset of the Civil War 
and ordered a blockade of Southern ports even though Congress had not 

)formally declared war. 

• 	 Executive orders in Kennedys first 100 days included establishing the 
Peace Corps and directing the Secretary of Agriculture to take "immediate 
steps to expand and improve the program of food distribution throughout 
the United States.N 

Nixon placed a 9O-day freeze on all prices, rents, and salaries in' reaction 
to rising inflation and unemployment. 

:--While these ate extreme examples, they indicate the extent and range of powers 
you wield independent of CoogteSS. This chapter pulls together and summarizes the 
executive actions proposed in the chapters of this book. As an introduction, here is 
some background on the nature and history of executive orders. 

The Scope and Source ofExecutive Power 

. Though some Presidents, such as Taft and Eiserthower, have held a less expan
sive view of the power of the Presidency, we believe the President's power to take lnde
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pendent executive action is far-reaching, covering 1IirtuaUy evety aspect of public poli
cy.. This view has been shared by activist Presidents throughout history, such as 
Kennedy, FOR, Jefferson, and Jackson. For example, Theodore Roosevelt wrote: 

#Mybelief was that it was not only (the President'sl right but his duty 
to do anything that the needs of the nation demanded unless that action 
was forbidden by the Constitution or the laws. Under this interpretation 
of executive power I did and caused to be done many things not previ
ously done by the President and the heads of the departments. I did not 
usurp power, but I did greatly broaden the use of executive power. In 
other words, I acted for the public welfare, I acted for the cornmon well
being of aU our people, wherever and in whatever manner was necessary, 
·unIess prevented by direct constitutional or legislative provision." 

Your powers to take executive action are derived from three sou.rces. 

Authority granted by the Constitution 

The Constitution, of course, grants the President certain enumerated and unenu
metated powers. The Constitutional source of power for Issuing an executive order, 
particularly in the areas of domestic pollcy and of governmental and regulatory reform, 
may often be found in Article n, sections 1 and 3. 

For example, the authority relied upon for Reagan's sweeping regulatory reorga
nization plan, which created OMB oversight of the regulatory process, was Article n, 
section 3. The Department of Justice's Office of Legal Counsel concluded that the 
#Presidenl'. authority to Issue the proposed Executive Order derives from his constitu
tional power to 'take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed.'" 

Authority delegated by Congress 

Another source of presidential authority is congressional delegation. In the 
Economic Stabilization Act of 1970, for example, Congress authorized the President to 
"Issue such orders and regulations as he rnay.deem appropriate to stabilize prices, 
rents, wages, and salaries at levels not less than those prevaUIng on May 25, 1970." 

An executive order may also be based upon an implied delegation of power. 
When the President's action is taken pursuant to specific congressional authorization, 
either express or clearly implied, it is "'supported by the strongest of presumptions and 
the widest latitude of judicial interpretation, and the burden of persuasion would rest 
heavily upon any who might attack it.'" Dames« Moore y. Rel\illl, 453 U.S. 654 (1981), 
""oling YlllWglilown Sheet and Thbe Co, y, Sawyer, 343 US. 579, 637 (Jackson, J. con
curring). 
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The "Zone of 1'wlllght" 

The executive power extends into what Justice Jackson called a "zone of twi· 
light: a gray area of P9tential actions which are neither expressly authorized or denied 
by the Constitution or statute, WhlIe you may feel less certain of your authority to act 
within this zone, historically. Presidents have pursued actions without clear authority; 
and you may do so as well, as long as their actions aren't strictly prohibited by statute 
or the Constitution, 

Whether a President's bold attempt to utilize his power to its fullest extent for 
the good of the nation receives support or is challenged by Congress or in the courts is 
usually determined by the historical context of their action, and nol Constitutional the
ory, As Justice Jackson wrote, H Any actual test of power is likely to depend on the 
imperatives of events and contemporary imponderables rather than on abstract theories· 
of law:' Youngstown, 343 U.S. at 637. 

Though there are some notable exceptions (particularly during FOR's first two 
terms), few Presidential actions in the "zone of twilight" are subsequently judged 
unconstitutional. Rather, these actions are more likely to be ratified by Congress after· 
the-fact, or by the courts, As two legal scholars have written on the issue: 

"Although the courts generally uphold executive orders, these orders 
have in some cases been of - at best - dubious constitutionality. On 
some occasions, Presidents have issued orders without 'specific authority, 
only to have the courts find it for them:' 

Fleishman & Auks, taw and Orders: The Problem of Presidential Legislation, 40 
taw & Contemp. Probs. 1, 5-6 (1976). 

As a result, Presidents may often take action even when their authority to do so 
, is not readily apparent at the moment that the national interest requires them to act . 

. Please note that none of the executive orders contained in this book fall into this 
gray zone. In our opinion (and that of the best legal counsel) all are clearly authorized 
by statute or the Constitution. - . 

Executive Orders: the First 100 Days from Roosevelt to Bush 

To give you a sense of how your predecessors used executive orders during the 
opening days of their Presidencies, the following pages present a historical overview. 
We have given the total number of EOs issued during the first 100 days, and tried to 
highUght the most important actions. 

, 

• 

i 
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Franklin D, ROOlleve!t ' 

1st 100 dJly.: March 4,1933 to June 12, 1933 
Executive Orders: 98 ' 

FDR used the executive order to change the standard operating procedures' of 
America's banks (E0-6074), order the building of the Cove Creek dam (E0-6162) and 
alleviate unemployment through public works projects (E0-6101, 6101-A, 6126, 6129, 
6131, 6131-A, 6147, 6148, 6160). In his first 100 days, Roosevelt issued 12 directives 
regarding veterans' affairs and revised U.s. nationality laws. 

Harry Truman 

,1st 100 Days: April 12, 1945 to July 21, 1945 " 
Executive Orders: 56 

Truman authorized the Secretary of War to take control of private industries and 
airports (EO-9542, 9544), ordered the Petroleum Admlnlstrator to take possession of, 
refineries and rubber manufacturing facilities (E0-9577-A, 9589-A) and amended the 
Alien Property Custodial order with respect to German and Japanese nationals. 

Dwight D. Ei.enhower 

1.1100 days: January 20, 1953 to May 30, 1953 
Executive Orders: 18 

President Eisenhower did not use the executive order as frequently or effectively 
as other post-World War npresidents. Four days into office he created the President's 
Advisory Committee on Govemnient Organization to advise him on issues of govern
ment waste, efficienCy and reorganization (EO-I0432). He also issued three executive 
orders pertaining to defense mobilization and the Defense Production'Act of 1950 (EO
10433,10434,10438), which coordinated functions under the,National Security 
Resources Board. ' 

John F. Kennedy 

l8tlOO days: Januaiy 20, 1961 to May 30,1961 
Executive Orders: 18 

Kennedy used executive orders to alleviate hunger in the Urdted States and 
abroad, create the Peace Corps (EO-10924), establish the Committee on Equal 
Opporturdty (EO-I0925), and create a board to oversee labor and management policy, 
Two weeks after the Bay of Pigs, Kennedy ordered the creation of the President'S 

4 



Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (Eo-I0938), an entity that answered directly to the 

Commande....in.chief. . . 


Lyndon B. Johnson 

1st 100 clays: November 22, 1963 to March 2, 1964 

Executive Orders: 16 


Johnson created the Consumer Advocacy Council (EO-111M), and ordered the 

federal government to take the lead in stopping age discrimination (EQ-1l141). 


Richard M. Nixon 

1st100 clay.: January 20, 1969 to May 30, 1969 

Executive Orders: 21 


" 

Nixon used the executive order to recreate the Foreign Intelligence AdVisory 
. Board (EO·11460) and establish the Council for Urban Affairs (EO-1l452) and the 

Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy (EQ-IJ453). 

Gerald Ford 

1.1100 days: August 9, 1974 to November 17, 1974 

Executive Orders: 22 


Ford's most memorable directive was the Presidential pardon of RIchard Nixon 

less than a month after he had resigned from office. Nixon was pardoned by way of a 

presidential proclamation (pR-43ll), not an executive order. 


Ford established the Presidential Clemency Board to review issues surrounding 

the Selective Service Act (EQ-1l803), and created two advisory group., the President's 

Econoniic Polley Board (Eo-ll808) and the President'. Labor-Management Committee 

(Eo-U809). 


Jlnuny Carter 

lst100 days: January 20, 1977 to May 30, 1977 

Executive Orders: 27 


One clay after his inauguration Jlnuny Carter, issued two directives concerning 

the war in Vietnam: He used • proclamation to pardon anyone who had violated the 

Selective Service Act from August 4, 1964 to March 28, 1973 (PR-4483), and an executive 

order that instructed the Attorney General to dismiss all pending charges against these 

men (Eo-l1967). Carter also estabUshed the President's Commission on Mental Health 
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(ll0-11973). 
Ronald Reagan 

bt100 days: January 20, 1981 to May 30, 1981 
Executive Orders: 19 . 

In his first 100 days, Reagan created the President's Council on lntegrity and 
Efficiency (EO-12291), and ordered all agencies and departments to conduct a 
Regulatory Impact Analysis on existing. pending and future regulatiOl\ll. 

George Bush 

lsI 100 days: January 20, 1989 to May 30, 1989 
Executive Orders: 13 

George Bush. used executive orders to establish. the President's Commission on 
Federal Ethics Law Reform, call for aid to the Nicaraguan rebels, create presidential and 
vice-presidential advisory boards on space policy, and establish the Handicapped 
Employees lnteragency Committee. 

The Contents of this Chapter 

This chapter sununarizes the proposed executive orders discussed in previous 
chapters, and outlines you: authority to issue these orders. The pollcy initiatives were 
developed by the Transition Domestic Policy Staff. The analysis of legal authority for 

. each action was conducted by an extensive team of volunteer attorneys .t prominent 
law finns in Washington. D.C. 

6 




ELIMINATION OF 100,000 FEDERAL JOBS 

PURPOSE OF THE EXECUTIVE ORDER 

This Executive Order would satisfy your campaign pledge to reduCe the federal 
bureaucracy by 100,000. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

Downsizing the federal workforce will put the federal government on the path 
of greater efficiency. . 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will: (1) direct agency and department heads to eIimlnate at 
least 4.5% of their positions over the next three years through attrition or early out pro
grams; (2) require agency heads to achieve 25% of agency cuts by end of FY 1993, 62% 
by the end of FY 1994, and 100% by FY 1995 using 1992 as baseline; (3) instruct the 
Deputy Director of OMB for Management to issue the necessary instructions to imple
ment this order and report to the President on compliance; (4) require 25% of these cuts 
to come from upper level management; (5) require savings from these reductions to be 
returned to the Treasury in 1993; and ·(6) state that the reductions are to proceed consis
tent with existing law and statotorily-imposed staffing levels. 

LEGAL AllT.HORllY 

Legal authority to issue the Order as described is beyond reasonable dispute as 
the President has both Constitutional and statutory grounding to issue it. The 
Constitutional authority arises under Article n, section 1 executive power; the Article 
n, section 3 requirement that the President "take Care that the Laws be faithfully exe
cuted'~;·:.and the Appointments Clause ofArticle n , section 2, paragraph 2. Two 
statutes-~ 5 U.s.C_ section 3301 and 31 U.S.C. section 1111 ~ also give the President 
authority to promulgate this Order. . 

A similar action was.taken on January 20,1981 when President Reagan ordered 
an across-the-board civilian hiring freeze in the executive branch. Reagan's directive 
was generally devoid of details, leaving it to the Director of OMB to promulgate the 
specific requirements. An executive order is not necessary to achieve these reductions; 
Reagan enacted his hiring freeze by Presidential Memorandum. 
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3% OF ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 


PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 


The purpose of this Executive Order is to reduce the administrative costs of the 
federal government by 3% annuaUy. This Order seeks to reduce the size of govern
ment, utilize resources and personnel more efficiently, and reduce the deficit. 

OVERVCEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

A1; early as your Georgetown University economic address in November, 1991, 
you announced your intention to reduce the real administrative costs of the federal 
government by three percent annuaUy. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Order will: (1) define administrative costs and instruct the directors of OMll, 
agencies and departments to break out administrative costs as a separate budget line 
item in the FY 1994 budget; (2) require the Director of OMll to insure that administra- . 
tive budgets are at least 5% lower in real costs in FY 1994 than in 1993; and (3) order 
ageney and department heads to bulld in 3% real cuts in administrative costs for the FY 
1995-1997 budget requests as measured by the 1994 baseline; and (4) direct the Director 
of OMll to insure that the budget submission to Congress include these cuts. 

Iv. LEGAL AUTHORITY 

This executive action is supported by both constitutional and statutory authority. 
An extensive body of statutory law provides a framework to rely upon for authority to 
take this action. The Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, for example, gives the 
President plenary authority over the submission of budgets from.the executive depart
ments to Congress and is the traditional source of authority. for.EOs on bu~getary mat
ters. 31 U.s.C. section 1101, et seq. The President is expressly granteo:'power to specify 
the terms of budget development. 31 U.s.C. section 1108(1))(1) ..Moreover, constitu
tional grounding exists in the President's executive power and the requirement that the 
President "take care that the Laws be faithfully executed.p Article ILsections 1 and 3. 

Details will need to be worked out to account for the difference in the legal status 
of independent agencies yjs-a-vis executive agencies. . .. ' 
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ADVISORY COMMIlTEE REFORM 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

The purpose of the Executive Order is to abolish unne<:essaIy and wasteful advi
sory committees. ' 

OVERVIEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

There are approximately 1,200 federal advisory commissions in operation. Of 
these, approximately 700 report directly to the executive branch and are no! established 
by statute. These 700 exist at the pleasure of the President. Many are of dubious value 
to the effective operation of the federal government and should be abolished. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

This Order will eliminate approximately 600 of 700 executive branch advisory 
committees and cap the budgets of those that remain in operation. 

The EO will establish a rebuttable presumption against the contfuued existence 
of all advisory committees which are not statutorily C!l!ated. The Order will; (ll sus
pend operation of all advisory commissions for 60 days, except for previously sched
uled meetings; (2) abolish all non-statutory advisory committees 60 days after the pro
mulgation of the EO, un1ess otherwise exempted by the Director of OMB; (3) require 
agency heads to review the status of aU advisory committees within 30 days; (4) set 
forth a framework (or delegate this task to OMS) by which agency heads would submjt 
a waiver request to OMS justifying the continued operation of specific advisory com
mJttees; and (5) limit the number of waivers to 100 and cap the annual budget of advi
aory coinmJttees that survive the review process. ' 

LEGALAUTHORlTY 

The President has the authority under the Federal' Advisocy Committee Act 
(FACA) to abolish all advisory committees that are not established.by statute. 5 U.s.c. 
App. section 6 (c) (directing the President to submit an annual report to Congress 
includtog ".list of those advisory committees abolished by the President.") GSA regu
lations further contemplate that the President or an agency head may abolish advisory 
committees. See 41 C.F.R. sections 101-6.1027. Finally, the President can rely upon his 
CCCConstitutionai power to direct the Executive Branch as additional authority to 
abolish advisory committees. 

President Carter issued a Presidential Memorandum to all Heads of Executive' 
Departments and Agencies on February 25, 1977 that ordered a government-wide, zero- , ~) 
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based review of all advisory committees with the presumption that committees not cre
ated by statute should be abolisbed. Presidents Carter, Reagan, and Bush also used 
E.O.s to abolish certain advisory committees previously created by E.O. or other execu
tive action. Nixon issued an E.O. in 1972 that would have suspended advisory com
mittee operations until a charter had been approved, but it apparently did not achieve 
the intended results as PACA was passed a few months later . 

. ",,".. 
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CUTI'ING WHITE HOUSE STAFF BY 25% 
~ " ' 

.~ 
' . ..Jl 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ArnON 

To implement the campaign pledge to reduce White House staff by 2S percent. 
This will be a significant symbol of the President's commitment to keeping his promise 
to rein in the bureaucracy and will be a forceful challenge to Congress to support the 
Administration's efforts to streamline the Federal government. The mechanism for 
implementing this will be a payroll reduction during FY 1993 and 1994, resulting in an 
estimated elimination of approximately 350 to 400 positions in the White House and 
Executive Office of the President. 

OVERVIEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

These cuts can be made without jeopardizing the EOP's mission, They will 
U1\derscore the President'. serious intent to trim the federal government because the 
President likely will be perceived as having been willing to accept the same "sacrifice" 
,that he is asking of others to achieve the goal of belter, more efficient government. 

The Executive Order will cut the 1993 payroll appropriated for the White House 
Office and Executive Office of the President (less OMB) for the months of February to 
September by 25%, reducing the size of the Executive Office of the President for fiscal 
year 1993 from 1868 currently budgeted positiollS to approximately 1400 positions. The 
Order will direct that budget cuts will continue for subsequent years. 

LEGALAUTHORfIY 

The President has authority to reduce staff in the White House and EOP arising 
from the general executive power of Article n, section 1 of the ColIStitution and 5 U.S,c. 
section 301. It is not necessary to implement this by executive order, Less formal 
means, such as a Presidential Memorandum, would achieve the same result. Indeed, if 
the President wishes Simply not to £ill budgeted poSitions or to remove peraollS previ
ously appointed to such positions, those action.s could be accomplished administrative
ly, without the need for an executive order, pursuant to discretion, granted to the 
President in 5 US.C. section 301. 
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ORDER TO ABOLISH THE COUNCIL ON COMPETITIVENESS 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 
. 

. The purpose of this Executive Order is to abolish the Council on 
Competitiveness, which was established by President Bush In 1989. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

The Council has been Involved In control and supervision of OMB's regulatory 
review process, as well as conducting its own regulatory review activities Independent
ly of OMB. This body has been subject to severe and well-deserved criticism for operat
Ing in secret and without public oversight, including refusals to supply information to 
Congress. ." 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Order would abolish the Council on Competitiveness and would Include a 
provision Indicating that this action is Intended to improve the management of the 
Federal government. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The Council on Competitiveness was not created by statute, regulation, execu
tive order, Or other formal action. Nor did President Bush ever explicitly identify the 
authority pursuant to which the Council operated. A report issued In early 1992. by the 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs concluded that the Council's authority 
remains "obscure." The power to formally terminate the Council derives from the 
President's authority under Article II of the Constitution to manage the executive 
branch and the President's responsibility to "take Care that the Laws be faithfulJy exe
cuted.1# . _ 
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USE OF GOVERNMENT VEHICLES FOR HOME-TO-WORI< 

TRANSPORTATION 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The purpose of this Executive Order is to ban use of portal-te-portal transporta
tion for all EaP officers tot he extent permitted by law. In addition, only Cabinet level 
officials in the executive branch would continue 10 enjoy portal-Ie-portal service. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

This executive action, best accomplished through Presidential Memorandum, 
will han door-to-door service for White House staff, one of the classic Washington perks . 
that exemplify a governmenl out of touch with ordinary people. II will prevent abuses 
of privilege thai were prevalent during the Bush Administration. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will limit the use of government vehicles for daily home-to
work transportation by slating that no officer or employee in the Executive Office of the 
President, except the Assistant to the President lor National Security Mairs, and to the 
extenl otherwise required by law shall be authorized to use a government vehicle lor 
home-to-office Or other personal travel. The Order also will prohibil agency deputies 
from using government vehicles for this purpose: It further limits the use by executive 
branch employees by requiring the Cabinet and heads of agencies to strictiy enforce the 
limits on government vehicle use contained in the Government Ethics regulations. 

LEGAL ANALYSIS 

The Use of Government Vehicles Act, 31 US.C section 1344 (b)(1)-(7), controls 
the vehicle use of government officials. It spedficaily authorizes home-to-office vehi
cles for certain offices: 

.Cabinet 5ecretaries, Directors 01 OMB and National Drug Control Policy; a single 
principal deputy to each of these officials if "appropriate"; the US. Ambassador to the 
U.N. and principal diplomatic and consular officials abroad; the Deputy Secrelary of 
Defense, the two Under Secretaries of Defense, the Secretaries of the Army, Navy and 
Air Force, the Commandant of the Coast Guard, and the members and Vice Chairman 
01 the Joint Chiels of Staff; the Directors of the etA and FBI; the Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve; and the Comptroller General and the Postmaster General. 

The law also permits the President to use his discretion to designate up 10 six 
officem or employees in the EaP and up to ten additional officers or employees of the 
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Federal agencies for use of government vehicles for commuting between home and 
work. The President has full discretionary power to deny use of vehicles to these six

, , teen designees. He can also direct the Agency heads not to assign any vehicles to 
deputies In the exercise of their discretinn. 

The President's executive power and responsibility to take care that the laws are 
faithfully executed allows him to act In this area to the .xlent that it does not conflict 
with other law. 
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USE OF GOVERNMENT AIRPLANES 
'), , 

PURPOSE OF EXECllI'IVE ORDER 

To restrict the use of government air<:raft and deny reimbursement for first dass 
travel, when other flight service Is available, by executive brandl officials, 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

ThIs is the "anti-Sununu" executive action, a long overdue reform to insure that 
White House staff aren't jetting off to stamp auctions or pOlitical events on government 
aircraft or first class commercial service at the taxpayers' expense. 

SUMMARY OF EXECllI'IVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will limit government aircraft use to "governmental pur
poses" for EOP employees and presidential appointees. However, the Order will pro
hibit use of government aircraft even for governmental purposes if commercial aircraft 
travel is reasonably available. ("Reasonably available" will be defined by the Order.) It 
may provide use for nongovernmental travel by specified national security officials, 
upon authorization by the President, during times when the President has determined \that 24-hour secure communications are reqUired. ,I 

The Order will define reimbursement procedures and will deny reimbursement 
for first-class travel (unless no other commercial service is reasonably available). It will 
also impose travel disclosure requirements. 

It may provide for a single coordinating office for agency aircraft management at 
GSA. GSA will be directed to sell or oonvert for other uses any air<:raft not necessary to 
meet'current or expected government needs. ' 

";". ~ 

LEGAL AUlHORITY 

The President has constitutional authority as Chief Executive to limit the use of 
resources at his disposal, including the use of government airplanes. Presidents Reagan 
and Bush, for example, issued White House memoranda regarding travel On Air Force 
planes. The President may also direct that the limits contained in the Ethics Refonn Act 
of 1989 pertaining to use of government property, including goverrunent vehicles, only 
for"authorized purposes" be strongly enforced. 



LIFnNG THE GAG RVLE 

PURPOSE OF EXEClll'IVE ACTION 

The purpose of this action suspending the so-called Gag Rule would be to effect 
an interim but immediate change of the Bush Administration's regulatory policy pro
hibiting medical clinics receiving funds under TItle X from providing abortion counsel
ing and referrals. This Order is also necessary because the current regulations have 
been struck down by the courts and there is great confusion regarding how the regula
tory policy is to be applied_ . 

OVERVIEW OF POllCY CONSIDERATIONS 

This action will satisfy your pledge to rescind the gag rule early in your adminis
tration. The goal of eliminating the gag rule can be achieved by executive order or by 
less formal Presidential action_ Historically, such an action would probably be done by 
some action lesslhan an Order - a memorandum or directive, for example. 

'. SUMMARY OF EXEClll'IVE ACTION 

The executive action will direct or request the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to immediately suspend the, Implementation of the regulations found at 42 
U.s.C. section 59.1-17 (1991). If an Order or Presidential Memorandum is used, it 
would state thet "good cause" exists to suspend the regulations without the normally 
required notice and comment period. Good cause includes confusion, identifiable 
harm, and consistency with congressional intent. The action would further direct or 
request the Secretary to Immediately initiate notice and comment rulemaking to replace 
the suspended rule. 

LEGAL AUTHORl'IY 
'. 

The President has the authority to take the actions described above. The 
Administration may immediately suspend the gag rule before initiating the procedure 
leading to the enactment of permanent rules, Suspension of the rule is proper withou t 
observing the notice and comment rulemaking requirements of the APA upon. show· 

, ing of,good cause. Ample grounds exist for a finding of good cause: confusion over 
the meaning and application of the rules; the presence of identifiable harm, and that the 
enforcement of the tegulations would endanger women's health by denying them com
plete and accurate medical information from their health care proViders at TItle X din
ics; and the fact that the change would be consistent with Congressional intent, 

The suspension would effectively reinstate the rule in effect prior to the enact
ment of the gag rule. 
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PERFORMANCE OF PRIVATELY FUNDED ABORTIONS AT 
MILITARY HOSPITALS ;') 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ACTION 

To instruct the Secretary of Defense to reverse the 000 policy prohibiting the 

performance of privately ,funded abortions at military hospitals, 


OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

On many military bases, women in the United States, and more particularly 

those ' stationed outside the United States, often face logistical barriers to obtaining 

abortions. A 000 policy of allowing mUitary hospitals to perform privately funded, 

abortiON would permit women to obtain abortions on military bases. This has long 

been an objective of abortion rights activists and their supporters in Congress. 


" 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Although 000 funds generally may not be used to' perform abortions, 10 U.s.c. 
sec. 1093, there is no statute or regulation prohibiting military hospitals from perform
ing pre-paid abortions. The Secretary of Defense is therefore requested to issue a policy 
statement allowing such abortiON to be performed at military hospitals. " ) 

LEGALAUTIlORllY 

There are two grounds on which the administration may reverse the existing 

DoD policy without undertaking notice and comment rulemaklng. First, it can argue 

that the policy is exempt from the rule making requirements of the Administrative 

Proceflure Act as "a military •.. affairs function of the United States: 5 U.s.C. sec. 

553(a){I). Second, the new policy can be viewed as an interpretive rule. A notice and 

comment period is generally required only for promulgation of "substantive" rules. 


The military services have consistently viewed these,policy, decisions as outside 

APA requirements for public participation or publication in the Federal Register and 

the existing moratorium"was adopted without notice and comment. Whether this 

established view of the appropriate procedures is accepted, or whether the current poli

cy is viewed as an interpretive rule, a reversal of the poUcy should not require notice 

and comment. 


, ). 
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REvOKING THE ''MEXICO CITY" POLICY PROHIBITING 

FuNDING OF ORGANIZATIONS THAT FUND OR SUPPORT 


ABORTIONS 


PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ACI10N 

To instruct the Administrator of the Agency for Intemational Development to 
revoke the "Mexico CIty" policy that was announced by President Reagan in 1984. The 
"Mexico City" polley currently prohibits the use of United States funds to support 
"non-governmental organizations which perform or actively promote abortion as a 
methcd of family planning in other nations:' 

OVERVIEW OF POllCY CONSIDERATIONS 

Currently. domestic NGOs that seek AID funds, such as Planned Parenthood, 
must certify, in writing, that they "will not furnish assistance under the grant" to for
eign NGOs that perform or "actively promote" abortion-related activities. Revocation 
of the "Mexico CIty:" policy would allow AID to allocate lunds to domestic and foreign 
NGOs, so long as the lunds are not used to "pay for the performance of abortions as a 
methcd of family planning or to motivate or coerce any person to practice abortions." 
22 U.5.c. sec.2151(f)(1). 

Owing the campaign, you promised to overturn the Mexico City rule. 

S~YOFEXECUTIVEACI10N 

The discretionlit}' authority of the President to assist voluntary population con
trol programs has been delegated to the Administrator of the Agency for International 
Development. The proposed Presidential Executive Order to the Administrator will 
direct him to issue a policy statement revoking the ~Mexiroaty· policy lIS it pertains 
to non-govemmental organizations. _ 

This revocation would permit federal funds to be directed to non-governmental 
... organizations that perform or actively promote abortions as a method of family plan

ning in other nations, provided that the funds are not used to "pay for the performance 
o! abortions lIS • method of family planning or to motivate or coerce any person to 
practice abortions." . 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

Direct federal government lunding of abortion activities through foreign assis
tance is generally prolu'bited by section 104(1) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 
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However, the President is delegated wide authority to impose or remove condltlons on 

United Slates Funds under the Foreign Assistance Act, which authorizes the President '~, 


. to furnish assistance, on such terms and conditions as he may determine, for voluntary , 

population planning. Just as President Reagan had the discretionary authority to 

impose conditions on such funds, President Clinton will have the authority to remove 

this condition. 


, 
\, 
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IMPORTATION OF RU-486 


PURPOSE OFPROPOSED ACTION 


'!'his would allow RU-486 into the Unlted States initially (1) for limited personal 
use and (2) ultimately for its manufacture and distribution. 

OVERVIEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

During the campaign, you promised to lift the import ban on RU-486. 

This Order would: 

1. Request the Commissioner of the Food and Drug Administration to rescind the 
Import Alert prolu'biting importation of RU-486 by individuals for their personal use. 

2. Request the HHS Secretary and the Commissioner of the FDA to immediately com
mence testing and approval procedures for RU-486 and ask the Secretary to consider 
invoking provisions of 28 U.s.C. sec. 1498 which would allow the government to devel
op and license the drug in the Unlted States. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

To date, oW' research has shown only tha! the President has the authority to 
request the Secretary to do this. Further research (already in progress) will be necessary 
to determine whether he has the authority to require the Secretary to act aCcording to 
this Order. . 
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FETAL TISSUE TRANSPLANTATION RESEARCH 


:1PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ACTION 

To request the Secretary of Health and Human Services to lift the indefinite 

moratorium on government funded research involving transplantation of fetal tissue 

from induce abortions. 


OVERVIEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

During the campaign, you promised to lift the ban on fetal tissue research. This 

order will satisfy that pledge. 


SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

The action will instruct the Secretary to end the moratorium on federal support 

of research involving transplantation of fetal tissue obtained from elective abortions. 

The Order will ruso establish restrictions similar to those contained in the Waxman bill . 


. LEGAL AUTIfORITY 

There is no legislation prohibiting NIH from funding research involving the 
" transplantation of fetal tissue obtained from induced abortions. The Secretary of Health , 

and Human Services has issued an indefinite "moratorium" on such research, but no 
reguistions have been issued. The moratorium is an internal directive dictating how 
NIH may allocate federal funds for scientific research. 

The Clinton Administration will have the authority to lift the indefinite morato

rium on government funding of fetal tissue transplantation research and to authorize 

NIH to.allocate funds for such research. The moratorium is best viewed as an exercise 

of the Secretary's statutory discretion to determine the agency's policies, internal prac

tices and resource allocation and it may be lifted without resort to rulemaklng proce

dures through exercise of the same discretion. See 5 US.C. sec. 3553{a)(2). Because the 

discretion is statutorily entrusted to the Secretary of HHS, it would be insppropriate for 

the President to issue a direct order lifting the moratorium. 
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TEENAGE PREGNANCY PREVENTION 


PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECU'I1VE ORDER 


To form a task force to (l) make recommendations on incorporating teen preg
nancy prevention messages and activities in existing federal programs which serve 
youth; and (2) establish a media campaign and an information clearinghouse on 
teenage pregnancy funded by private and corporate donations and free, public service 
television .ir time_ 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

The battle against teenage pregnancy can only be won if we shift public and tar
ge! population perceptions of this problem_ A media campaign established by execu
tive order will have tremendous impact, :demonstrate your commitment to family 
issues at the outset of your term, and provide a sense of balance to our pro-choice agen
da by stressing the best solution to unwanted pregnancy - aVOiding pregnancy in the 
firat place. . 

SUMMARY OF EXECU'I1VE ORDER 

The Order will establish the President's Task Force on the Prevention of Teenage 
Pregnancy. The Task Force shall be composed of five members appointed by the 
President. Within 60 days of the order, the Task Force will determine: 

1) 	 Which federal programs are specifically intended to serve the youth of 
our nation and whether such programs provide adequate information and 
services regarding teenage pregnancy prevention. 

2) 	 The means by which all federal programs intended to serve the youth 01 
our nation may be modified, expanded or improved to include provision 
of adequate information and services regarding teenage pregnancy pre 
vention. : 

The Task Force will also be charged with: 

3) 	 The establishment of a private nonprofit corporation, funded through pri
vate and corporate donations, and using donated public ser\'ice television 
air time to the maximum extent possible, to develop and implement a 
media campaign to prevent unwanted teenage pregnancy. 
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LEGAL AU'lHO.R.lIT 

The presidential authority for establishing a task force stems from the Federal 
AdVisory Committee Act, as amended (5 US.c. App.). The authority is explicit and 
Undisputed. Examples of executive orders relying'on the statute to appoint task forces 
include Executive Order 12439 of September 8, 1983, by which Ronald Reagan estab
lished a Task Force on Food Assistance and Executive Order 12614 of November 5, 
1987, by which he established a Task Force on Market Mechanisms . 

...... , 

,,, 
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APPLICATION OF THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE Acr TO 


WHITE HOUSE STAFF AND POLITICAL ApPOINTEES 


PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ORDER 

To apply the provisions of the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA), once 
enacted, to White House staff and political appointees, 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

As currently drafted, the Family and Meedical Leave Act would not apply to 
political appointees - the only government employees to receive guaranteed unpaid 
leave under the act are career civil servants, This EO would extend the provisions of, 
the Family and Medical Leave Act to White House staff and political appointees, Note 
that this action could only be taken after passage of the act itself. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will apply the provisions of the Family and Medical Leave 
Act, once enacted, to White House staff and political appointees, Presently, under 5 
U.s.c. sec. 6301(2), leave proviSions in current law do not apply to: (x) an officer in the 
executive branch or,the government of the District of Columbia who is appointed by, 
the President and whose rate of basic pay exceeds the highest rate payable under sec
tion 5332 of TItle V; or (xi) an officer in the executive branch or in the government of the 
District of Columbia who is designated by the President, except a postmaster, United 

, States attorney, or United Slates marsh.4 or (xiii) an officer in the legislative or judicial 
branch who is appointed by the President. The TItle V leave provisions also do not 
apply to appointees who are not ·officers· and who are not in position covered by the 
General5thedul. or the Executive Schedule. This order will apply the provisions of the 
FMLA to these exempted employees. 

The FMLA provides generally that all covered employees may take up to 12 
weeks per year lor the combined purposes of childbirth, adoption, Eoster care place
ment, or the serious health condition of the employee or the employee's child, spouse 
or parent. There are also provisions for continuation of health insurance during the 
leave period. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The legal authority for issuance of the Order is the President's general 
Constitutional executive powers and certain provisions of TItle V. The strongest source 
of TItle V authority is section 6603(2)(x), (xi), and (xiii), These are the exemptions from 
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annual and sid:' leave t!\~t apply ~ Presidential employees. Since Congress has not leg
islated the leave policies for these employees, then the President implicitly retains the "',: 
authority to set policy lor them under Article nand 5 U.S.c. section 7301. J ,, 

, 
I 

• > 
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ADOPTION LEAVE 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The purpose of this Executive Order is to allow federal government employees 
to obtain paid leave in connection with the process of adopting children. 

OVERVIEW OF POllCY CONSIDERATIONS 

Allowing federal employees to use sick leave for adoption-related procedures is 
a cost-free statement by the President on the importance of adoption and Its place in the 
policies of his administration. Further, this Order supports the concept of family, 

SUMMARY OF EXECllTIVE ORDER 

The Order would allow federal employees, \0 the extent permitted by law, to use 
sick leave for adoption-related procedures (house visits, visits to the state or country 


, where the child lives, court proceedings, etc.) The Order would direct OPM to consult 

with the Civil Service Commission and issue guidelines to federal agencies to cOOrdi

nate such leave, 

LEGAL AllTHORlTY 

The President has authority under Article n of the Constitution to issue this 
Order, although it must be drafted in a manner that does not infringe upon 
Congressional legislation on the specific subject of federal employee leave. In 1990. 
Congress enacted a temporary one-year modification of the sick-leave statute that 
allowed sick leave to be used for purposes 'related to the adoption of a child. Byenact. 
ing such a measure dealing with adoptive leave, Congress may have 'indicated that 
such a leave was not authorized by 5 U.s.c. section 6307. To avoid any argument that 
the President had invaded an area occupied by Congress, any Presidential action 
should be harmonized with the leave provisions of TItle 5. 

Alternative authorities might support adoptive parenta!leave. For example, 
Congress has recognized the President's authority to create "holidays"(5 U.S,c. sec, 
6103(b» and to arrange "nonworkd.ys" by Executive Order (5 U.S.C. sec. 6302(a)). 
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CONSOLIDATED PURCHASE OF VACCINES 

PURPOSE OF EXECIlTIVB ORDER 

To require all federal agencies currently providing immwtizations to purchase 
vaccines in bulk, thereby reducing costs considerably and expanding coverage. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

This simple reform is long overdue. It will reduce the overall cost of vaccines, 
and thus allow us to vaccinate more children at current levels 01 spending. Pending 
passage of a more radical increase in child immwtization programs, this is a way to 
increase our impact and signal to the nation that we care about our children. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will direct federal government entities to consolidate their 
procurement of vaccine purchases. 

LEGAL ANALYSIS 
. 	 , 

The President has the executive authority to direct the consolidation of procure
ment procedures for purchasing vaccines, Legislative efforts to do this have already 
been made and there is a mechanism in place to achieve this, at least to some extent. 
The federal 'government has engaged in a "Shared Procurement Program" for the pur

.", 	 chase of pharmaceuticals. medical supplies, and equipment. since 1978. The agencies 
responsible for administering the program include 000, HHS and the Veterans' ' 
Administration, Other agencies with drug or medical supply requirements may utilize 
this program under the authority of 31 U.S.c. section 1535 (1992), as amended, (1n!is. 
cal 1989. the program purchased $2.7 million in vaccines.) 
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FULL COVERAGE FOR IMMUNIZATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

PURPOSE Of PROPOSED .EXECUTIVE ArnON 

To require full immunization coverage for those covered by the Federal 
Employee Health Benefit Plan. 

OVERVIEW Of POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Child immunization is obviously very important. Tragically, however, even the 
federal government fails to guarantee complete immunization coverage for the children 
of its employees. This action will reverse that policy, mandating that any plan for fed
eral employees Include full immunization coverage. This will signal that we care about 
federal workers and their families, and demonstrate our commitment to fam.!Jy friendly .. 
policies. 

S~RYOf.EXECUTIVEACTION 

You can Instruct tha Office of Personnel Management to assure that all. federal 
employee benefit plans provide for the fuji cost of aU recommended childhood vac
cines. In its annual "call" letters, the OPM should Inform all health plans participating 
In FEHB that they must Include fuU coverage of all vaccines In their bids. 

LEGAL AIIIHORITY 

Precedent exists·for an Order regarding the type of coverag~ OPM should offer 
federal employees. In Executive Order 12564, as part of an effort to create a drug free 
federal workplace, President Reagan required OPM to "[eJnsure that appropriate cover
age for drug abuse is maintained for employees and their families under the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits Program." This prior Order, In combination with the flexi
billty aPM is given In selecting benefits, clearly shows an Order is appropriate. 
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MAKING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT A "FAMILy-FRIENDLY" 


EMPLOYER 


PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The purpose 01 this Executive Order is to make the federal government a "family 
friendly" employer. 

OVERVIEW OF POllCY CONSIDERATIONS 

This Order demonstrates the President's commitment to helping employees bal· 
ance tl!!>.clemands of family and work. It is part of our effort to make the federal gov. 
ernment'a pro-family employer. . 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

This Executive Order will direct all departments and executive agendes to 
increase the opportunities for: (1) child care services; (2) part-time employment and ;01>
sharing; (3) flex-time; and (4) telecommuting for their employees. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

This executive action is supported by both Constitutional and statutory authori
ty. Generally, the President may take these actions pursuant to Article Il, sections 1 and 
3. Various statutory law has been identified which further supports these actions. In all 
cases where a statutory framework exists, the executive order will need to be drafted to 
be consistent with the dictates of that law. For example, where unionized employees 
are involved, there is the queStion as to whether the part-time program may be iinple
mented unilaterally outside the context of a collective bargaining agreement. . The 

. Order$ould be drafted taking this into account to avoid interfering with negotiations 
in any.p:~cuI.r bargaining unit. 

Moreover, the difference in legal statUs between independent agencies vis-a-vis 
executive agencies will need to be accounted for in the drafting of the Order. 

. " 

I 
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ASSAULT PISTOL IMPORT BAN 


PURPOSE OF ACTION 

This executive action will ban the import of assault pistols Ilke the Uzi, which are 
presently allowed in the US. These deadly pistols continue to rush into this country, 
even though assault pistols are arguably a more Significant public safety threat than 
assault rifles, which President Bush banned. 

SUMMARY OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

During the campaign, you pledged to ban semi-automatic weapons that have no 
legitimate sporting purpose. The importation of assault rifles is currently banned. 
However, this ban does not apply to assault pistols - a favorite weapoIf of gangs and 
dealers. The NRA may oppose extending the ban to assault pistols, but will fight it less 
than other measures since NRA funding comes from .domestic gun manufacturing 
interests who will profit from a ban on imports. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

This executive action, best achieved through Presidential Memorandum, will 
request that the Secretary of the Treasury order an immediate temporary suspension of 
assault pistol imports for 90 days pending • determination by the Secretary during that 
period that assault pistols do not meet the ·sporting purposes" test of the Gun Control 
Act of 1968, as amended, and therefore should be subject to a permanent ban. The 
Memorandum will further detail the substantial evidence demonstrating the cruel fic
tion that these guns - Uzis, etc. - are "particularly sultable for or readily adaptable 
for sporling purposes,. as requIred by the Act to qualify for importation. 

LEGALAUl1l0RlTY 

The President does not have the authority to ban the importation:of the assault 
. pistols, but may ask the Secretary of the Treasury to do so. The 1i'easurjSecretary has 
exclusive authority to enforce the provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968, and this 
power has been delegated to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. See 27 
C.F.R. section 178.12 . 
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FEDERAL BOOT CAMPS 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED MEMORANDUM 

To request the Attorney General to direct the'Bureau of Prisons to expand the 

number of federal "boot camps· in order to make greater use of shock incarceration 

programs. 


OVERVIEW OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

During the campaign you endorsed increased use of boot camps as an altema

tive to prison. Thls order would expand the number of federal boot camps currently 

operating from one to approximately three to five. 


S~YOFEXECUTlVEACTlON 

Thls order will request the Attorney General to direct the Bureau of Prisons to 
expand the number of federal "boot camps· in order to make greater use of shock 

, incarceration prognuns, in accordance with applicable law. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY , 
The Bureau is • federal entity, subject to the Presi<;!ent's Article n executive , 

power, and the President may issue an executive order directing the Director to expand 
the number of federal boot camps. Moreover, 18 U.S.c. sec. 4046 authorizes the Bureau 
of Prisons to place in a shock incarceration program any person sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment between 12 and 30 months, if that perSon consents. The federal sentenc
ing guidelines likewise authorize courts to recommend that eligible individuals partido 
pate in such programs. There is no statutory limit on the number of shock incarceration 
programs or the number of eligible'individuals the Bureau may permit to serve their 
sentences in such prognuns. 
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ENDING HARASSMENT IN FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECll1TVE ORDER 

Th. purpose of this Order is to emphasize that it is the public policy of the 
United States that harassment in the workplace on the basis of race, color, sex, nation.l 
origin, religion, age, handicap, or sexual orientation constitutes discrimination and is 
therefore illegal. This Order charges the heads of federal agencies with institutional 
education and training programs to ensure that this policy is eniorced, 

OVERVIEW OF Pouey CONSIDERATIONS 

The inclusion of sexual orientation as a basis for. d!scr!mination could be a light
ning rod for controversy. ntle VII does notinciude.sexual.orientation as a protected 
class and the existing EEOC regulations prohibiting harassment on the basis of sex, 
race, color, religion or national origin have not been interpreted' to include.this category 

S~YOFEXEC~ACTION 

The Order will require programs for education and training concerning the 
. application and effecl of the expanded EEOC Guidelines to federal employees. The 
head of each department and agency shall report to the White House Counsel within 
100 days of the issuance of this Order regarding their policies and procedures to ensure 
compliance with the expanded EEOC Guidelines and their plans to implement them. 

LEGAL AUTI:lORlTY 

ntle VII of the Ovil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits employment based d!scr!mina
tion against federal employees on the basis of race, co1or. religion, sex.. or nation.1 ori
gin. Although there is no explidt delegation of authority to the President to act in this 
/UI!IIl1, the application of the EEOC guidelines to.thefederal.agendes have been accom
plished through Executive Order in the pas! based.upon the,President's:power under 

/ Article n to control the operations of the executive branch. In addition, 5 US.C. section 
7301 authorizes the President to "presen'he regulations for the conduct of employees in 
the executive branch." 
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HEALTH-BASED EXCLUSION OF ALIENS 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ORDER 

To lift the ban on immigration of individuals with HIV/ AIDS, and other com
municable diseases. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 
, 

During the campaign, you promised to lift the ban on immigration of individu
als with AIDS. This executive order will accomplish this goal. The order, follOwing 
NIH reccmmendations, will restrict the scope of the ban so that it only applies to indi
viduals with active tuberculosis. 

In 1987, as the result of pressure from Senator Helms, HHS regulatiOns were 
amended to name HIV as one of several "dangerous contagious diseases" which pro- . 
vide grounds for denying a U.S. entry visa to aliens. In 1990, Congress changed the 
standard for exclusion to "communicable disease of public health Significance" and 
directed the Secretary of HHS to detennine what diseases lit this description. On 
January 23, 1991, HHS Issued a notice proposing to classify only infectious tuberculosis 
as grounds for such an exclusion, which would effectively remove HIV from the list. 
HHS vigorously supported this proposal although DoJ and the INS opposed it. On 
May 31, 1991, after receiving 40,000 written comments (opposing the proposed rule by a 
margin of 9-1), HHS instead published an Interim Rule falling back on its pre-I990 lis! . 
of eight communicable diseases (a list which includes HIV). HHS said it needed more 
time to review the Issue and took no further action. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ORDER 
, ", 

. This order will request the Secretary of Health and Human Services to enter a 
final niIe limiting the definition of "contagious disease of public health significance" to 
active tuberculosis pursuant to section 212 of the Immigration Act of 1990. 

. LEGAL AUTHORITY 

AuthOrity for this order is derived from the President's power to take care that 
the laws be faithfully executed. United States Constitution, Art. n, sec. 3. 
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ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The purpose of the Executive Order is to strengthen the Nationa! Education 
Goals Panel chartered by the National Governors Association and expand its mission 
by establishing the Panel as a formal advisory committee to the President. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

This order will make the Goals Panel, currently an unofficial body chartered by 
the Governors, an official government entity. The order will also expand the scope of 
the panel's authority beyond its cu:rrent concerns, and place the·Panel at the forefront of 
the Clinton education reform agenda. : 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

The Executive Order will establish the National Education Goals Panel as an 
Advisory Committee to the President. The Order will expand the Panel's mission to . 
include: (1) the establishment of a National Council on Standards and Assessment that 
would oversee establishment of voluntary national student performance standards for 
elementary and secondary education; (2) the establishment of a National Council on 
Professional and Technical Standards that would establish voluntary national occupa
tions standards; (3) serving as an intergovernmental forum for a coordinated effort to 
achieve the National Education Goals; and (4) reporting on progress toward achieving 
the National Education Goals. The order will identify the membership of the panel as 

. 	being comprised of cabinet metabers, members of Congress, governors; and representa
tives of business, education, and Jabor. 

LEGAL AUlHORIlY 
, 

The President has the power to estaPlish the Panel as.an,ad~ry committee 
pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 USC. ~p. (FACA). ,FACA autho
rizes the PresIdent to establish advisory committees, task forces,. panels, and similar 
groups, to render edvice and make recommendations to the President and federal gov
ernment agencies. 

President Bush established two advisory committees with related missions. in 
1989, he established the Education Policy Advisory Committee to provide input in 
preparation for the education summit meetiog (E,O. 12687, issued Aug. 15, 1989). in 
1990, the White House established the President's Advisory Commission on 
Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans within the Department of Education 
(E.O. 12729, Issued Sept. 24, 1990). 
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HOUSING AND HOMELESSNESS INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE 
.) 

PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 
, . 

, To order an inventory of government housing stock in preparation for transfer of' 
underutilized stock to community non-profit organizations to house the homeless, 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

During the campaign, we talked about transferring federally-owned but under
utilized housing stock to community groups to house the homeless, As a result of the 
S&L debacle, the federal government has become one of the largest owners of residen
tial property in the nation. In addition, a large percentage of HUD stock is not in use 
because of disrepair and mismanagement. The underutilization of these properties " 
remains one of the great "missed opportunities" of national housing pollcy. We believe 
that aggressive pursuit of initiatives to put this housing stock back into play would 
repay itself many times over. This action will produce a detailed inventory of federal 
housing stock to identify housing which co)JId be transferred under a legislative pro
gram. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

This executive action - probably a Presidential Memorandum - will rename 
the inter-agency task force which coordinates public housing stock disposition the 
uPxesident's Task Force on Underutilized Federal HOUSing." The memorandum will 
instruct this Task Force to produce, in six months on an emergency basis, a federal 
homeless housing inventory of all hOUSing stock owned by the federal government, to 
include property currently under the jurisdiction of DoD, HUD, RTC, VA, FmHA, and 
FDIC; The Task Force will be further directed to identify housing which Is currently 
"underutilized, with potential value as housing for the homeless.,· This phrase will be 
defined to include all federal property which has been owned by the government but 
vacant'/or over one year, which could be modified or renovated SO as to afford decent 
shalter for the homeless. ' 

To insure that the inventory is as complete as possible the memorandum will ,. 
direct the Task Force to work with homelessness advocates, community groups, and 
state and local governments to'identify for the tesk force housing stock in their area 
which they believe would be suitable for homelessness housing. This action would lay 
the foundation for a legislative transfer to community groups of housing Property iden
tified by the Task Force. 

.J
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LEGALAUTHOR1TY 

The I'Iesldent has general authority under Article II of the Constitution to direct 
the activities of the executive. There is, in addition, spedfic legislative authorization for 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to "advise the President with respect 
to Federal programs and activities relating to housing and wban·developrnent" and to 
"exercise leadership at the direction of the President in coordinating federal activities 
affecting housing and wban development .. ," 42 U.S.C • section 3532(b). 



ENDING DISCRIMINATION WITHIN THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT ON THE BASIS OF SEXUAl ORIENTATION 

PURPOSE OF PRQPOSED EXECUTIVE ORDER 

During the campaign you promised to issue an Order banning discrimination on 
the basis of sexual orientation in federally funded and conducted hiring and contract
ing. This Order would fulfill that promise. The ban on discrimination should subsUltle 
(1) employment actions 1ike recruiting, hiring, appointment, training, promotion, tenure 
and compensation; (2) the provision of services and benefits by the government; and (3) 
government contracts. 

OVERVIEW OFPOUCY CONSIDERATIONS
~. ' 

. 

. This Order would not cover discrimination against gays in the military since 
courts have uniformly Mid that, because military personnel are not federal employees, 
the laws against discrimination in federal employment do not apply to them. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ACTION 

implementation action should include (1) authorization for the EEOC to publish 
guidelines implementing and enforcing the executive order; (2) mandates that each 
agency develop a program for educating employees about the new guldelines; and (3) a 
""luirement that the Department of Labor develop tegulaiions enforcing the ban on 
discrimJnation in government contracting. 

LEGAL AU1HORITY 

Article nof the Constitution authorizes the President to control executive branch 
operations, including employment declsions. Additional authorize is provided by 5 
US.c. sec. 7301, which authorizes the President to "prescribe tegulations for the con
duct of employees in the executive branch. H Moreover, for fifty yeatS CongteSs has 
accepted the Executive's practice of issuing Executive Orders to prolu'bit discrimination 
in federal employment. This historical acceptance has been interpteted as amounting 
to authorization to issue Executive Orders in this ate•• 

I 



STATE AND loCAL WAIVERS 


PURPOSE OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE ACTION 

. 

To increase the amount of Federal waivers avallable to states and localities and 
to expedite the waiver approval process. 

OVERVIEW OF POUCY CONSIDERATIONS 

Over the last fifteen years, the federal government has placed an increasing 
number of restrictions on the use of federal grant money. ThiS inaeases the overhead 
cost of the federal government by requiring an increasing number of grant officers, ties 
up state and local governments that are hard pressed to meet the inaeasingly complex 
applications Prucess, and stifles innovation and experimentation at the state and local 
Ieve! by micromanaging programs from Washington. 

State and local officials have incessantly complained that many of these Federal 
requll:ements prevent them from tailoring Federal programs to meet the needs of their 
communities in a manner that is more efficient, less costly, and yet consistent with the 
goals of the Federal government. Although many programs allow for federal waivers 
to encourage innovation at the state level, in some programs the process for obtaining • 
waiver is difficult and time-consuming, often lasting up to • year. 

Increasing the availability of waivers is a top reinventing government priority
as a resuit, we recommend that you attempt Significant waiver reform legislatively 
under reorgani1:ation authority. In the meantime, we believe you should issue an 
Executive Order streamlining and expediting the waiver process to encourage innova
tion at the state and loca1level. The Order would place the presumption of approval on 
waiver applications, set • SO-day deadline for approval, and have the Deputy Director 
of OMB for Management in charge of the process. 

S~YOFEXECUTIVEACTlON 

This order will: 

1) 	 Direct agency and department heads, to the extent permitted by law, to 
place the presumption on approving state and local government waiver 
applications which meet current statutory waiver requll:ements. If an 
application is deemed unacceptable for approval because of a failure to 
meet non-statutory requirements, the department or agency head must 
inform the Deputy Director of OMB for Management in writing 7 days 
prior to denial of the application. 



Z) 	 Direct agency and department heads, to the extent permitted by law, to 
make detennlnatlons on applications for waivers within 30 days of receipt 
of applications. 

3) 	 Direct each affected agency and department head to direct one of their top 
sub-cabinet officials to supervise the waiver review process and to 
work with state and local goverrunents to maximize compliance by state 
and local governments with criteria for approval of waivers. 

4) 	 Direct the Deputy Director of OMB for Management to issue such rules as 
are necessary to implement this order; to oversee the entire waiver 
process for the government to include government <o,mpliance with the 
30-day rule; and to coordinete the consideration of applications for 
waivers which fall under the jurisdiction of more than one department or 
agency. 

LEGAL AUTHORIlY 

Authority for issuance of the order is under Article ll, sec. 1 and the President's 
power to take care that the laws be faithfully executed under Article ll, sec. 3. In addi
tion, statutory authority for the order exists under the Intergovernmental Relations Act, 
3! U.S.C. sec. 6506(b). President Reagan issued an executive order on 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, EO 12372 issued 7/14/82, based on 
the same authority. ,. 



WHITE COLLAR CRIME 


PURPOSE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 


To strengthen and underscore the importance of white collar crime entota!ment. 
This Administration is committed to ending the lax pursuit of criminals Just because 
they wear a suit and sit in the boardroom. This Executive Order will target financial 
and environmental criminals as priorities for prosecution. 

OVERVIEW OF POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Too often over the last 12 years, inside traders and S&:L kingpins have been able 
to make white collar crime pay. This Order will send a message that nobody will get 
special treatment from a Clinton Administration. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

This Executive Order will: (1) designate White Collar Crime prosecution as a pri
ority, with an emphasis on restitution to victims; (2) create Financial Crimes Task Forces . 
in 25 cities; and (3) address the need for stepped-up enforcement of environmental 
crimes. 

LEGAL AUTHOR.ITY 

Tha President, as Chief Executive and pursuant to his responsibility to take care 
that the laws are faithfully executed, has authority to identify crimes as priorities for 
enforcement efforts and resource allocation. Article n, sections 1 and 3. Authority to 
establish the Financial Crimes Task Forces currently exists, but the Bush Administration 
failed to fully utilize their potential as a weapon against S&:L crooks who have cost the 
American taxpayers billions of dollars. 

.'. .'" l .. ,: 


